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CHAPTER ONE. INTRODUCTION 
"School reform" is a term which has been over used by 
both proponents and critics of public education (Klingele, 
1994). While one cannot discount that there are problems 
within the public schools in this country which need to be 
addressed and changes which need to be made, often the ideas 
behind the statement of the need to reform schools do not 
address the real problems (Klingele, 1995). This is 
especially true when there seems to be a lack of connection 
between the educators and the students and the community 
from which they come. 
Effective educational reform must be based on the 
actual needs of the students (Klingele, 1995). Educators 
must go beyond just constructing new curricula in an effort 
to enhance learning. They must also take into account and 
effectively deal with factors external to the school which 
impact the educational process (Roy, 1996) . For example, if 
a child lives in a violent environment, a condition in which 
many urban children live today, he or she may not be able to 
concentrate on classroom work. In order to facilitate 
lasting educational reform which will enhance the learning 
outcomes of students, educators must look beyond the 
schoolhouse doors and examine not only the microenvironment 
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of the school but also the macroenvironment (Klingele, 
1995). Effective reform must address any and all issues 
which impact on the educational process. In many instances, 
this may mean helping to connect families and the community 
to the school and to facilitate social services for the 
students, their families, and community members which will 
allow students to be able to focus on learning (Schorr, 
1997) . Such community education may allow the school to 
become a vital part of the community and thereby better 
serve the social, economic, educational, and psychological 
needs of its students and their families (Dryfoos, 1994). 
Events in the last decade and a half both in the micro- 
and macroenvironment of schools have influenced community 
education (Decker & Boo, 1996). During this time, the 
public has become increasingly divided by what public 
schools can and should offer students (Hargreaves, 1995). 
One group, which has become increasingly vocal, has demanded 
more emphasis on the basics of education and less on 
subjects which are not considered core or extracurricular 
activities. The other group, while not against improving 
the caliber of education, argues that schools must also 
provide for the needs of all students, not just be 
dispensers of facts. The proliferation of community 
education programs can be found most often in communities 
wherein the second group - those who believe that education 
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should be available to all to meet each individual's needs - 
predominates (Dryfoos, 1994). Nevertheless, the structured 
programs of the "back to basics" proponents seem to be most 
prominent in American schools today (Urban & Wagoner, 1996) . 
At the same time within society, there has been a move 
toward more individual and/or local responsibility in all 
aspects of life, away from governmental responsibility 
(Danzberger, Kirst, & Usdan, 1992). The shrinking of the 
role of the Federal government in job and training programs 
and in providing grants to various community organizations, 
for example, has caused an increase in such activities at 
the local levels. This trend away from more centrally 
financed programs has also influenced the community 
education movement because, while such community education 
programs can offer the use of existing systems and 
structures, the funds for such activities may now be scarce 
(Dryfoos, 1994). 
Purpose of the Study 
In the 1960s and 1970s, the role and activities of 
community education expanded so that in many areas community 
schools were on the forefront of developing and implementing 
educational reforms (Denton, 1991). That role seems to have 
declined since the early 1980s for a number of reasons, such 
as the return to basics movement and the decreasing funds 
available to finance community schools (Decker & Boo, 1996). 
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The purpose of this study was to determine the nature and 
extent of community education participation in the 
educational reform movement since 1983. 
Background of the Problem 
While educators, politicians, and the general public 
might agree that schools, especially those in certain urban 
areas of the country, need to be reformed, there is usually 
very little consensus on what should be done (Cetron & 
Gayle, 1991) . Too often, individuals fall into the trap of 
saying that they plan to reform the schools because 
something is wrong with the system. Without thoroughly 
identifying what is wrong and what steps need to be taken to 
solve the problems, "school reform" just for the sake of 
doing something --or appearing to do something -- does no 
good (Dufour, 1995). In fact, for many educators within the 
public schools, change or "reform" has become such a common 
occurrence that it is often ignored because that, too, soon 
will change. 
In the current wave of school reform, a number of 
researchers and national commission reports have recommended 
increased autonomy of schools and the community within 
public education (Dryfoos, 1994; Fullen, 1993; Klingele, 
1994). To maintain support for public education, the most 
common administrative strategy is the facilitative act of 
opening channels of communication between the school and the 
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home or community (Davies, 1991). This takes on the flavor 
of a public-relations perspective, involving careful 
attention to school newsletters, newspaper announcements, as 
well as circulars describing school performance and 
fundraisers. 
The approach of more actively involving the school's 
community in the school's everyday life may, however, miss 
the impact of truly bridging the school and community on 
students' educational progress (Dryfoos, 1994; Klingele, 
1994). For example, if the school and its teachers are seen 
as part of the community rather than outsiders, the 
students' family, peers and community neighbors will react 
to the school in a much different way and be more supportive 
of the educational process. 
One type of school reform which helps make the school 
an active part of the community, and vice versa, is 
community education (Minzey & LeTarte, 1994) . Community 
education, which incorporates providing education and other 
services to the community out of the school facility, has a 
relatively long history (Dryfoos, 1998). This merging of 
resources within the community into the school arose during 
the early twentieth century when progressive educators 
attempted to coordinate efforts to address many of the 
problems resulting from urban growth and industrial 
development (Eisner, 1992). Progressive educators and 
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community service workers attempted to use all available 
resources to meet the needs and demands caused by the 
increasing isolation of families, the breakdown of 
communities, and the growing social and welfare needs 
resulting from the changing social, economic and political 
climate (Urban & Wagoner, 1996). 
The impetus for community schools has not been 
consistent from the early twentieth century until today, 
however (Decker & Boo, 1996). Nevertheless, there are many 
community school programs throughout the country which 
coordinate health and social services programs for the 
students, their families and the community at large. 
Traditionally, these programs have been aimed at meeting the 
needs of the community and encouraging lifelong learning 
(Dryfoos, 1994). These efforts are still the focus of 
community schools today, which now often serve as community 
centers in which many resources for the community are 
coordinated by both school staff and community members 
(Schorr, 1997) . 
According to Minzey and LeTarte (1994), "We need a 
change in not just the content of schools but in the very 
paradigm we call schools" (p. 11). There is a need for 
substantive change to accomplish the tasks of the future. 
Community education is the framework for creating the 
learning communities called for in virtually every reform 
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effort. Community education is a new role for schools in 
our educational society. 
There is a great need for a major change in education, 
not just rearranging the current programs but in 
restructuring the very nature of schools and actually 
redefining and altering the current paradigm of public 
education (Klingele, 1994). Although schools claiming to be 
community schools have greatly expanded in the last few 
years, the major problem in community education is one of 
conceptualization -- not realizing the expanded definition 
or the full value of community education and its potential 
(Dryfoos, 1994). 
Seay (1974) puts it simply: "Community education is 
the process that achieves a balance and a use of all the 
institutional forces in the education of all the people of 
the community" (p. 137). Community educators recognize the 
importance of community education's "process components." 
If community education is going to maximize its 
potential, community educators must create a new paradigm, 
focusing attention on collaborative efforts with many of the 
businesses, agencies, and institutions that serve the 
school's communities (Romney, 1996). Educators must bond 
together with neighborhood groups to involve them in 
participatory decision making and build a strong foundation 
of community support (Raywid, 1990). 
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In many communities, groups with diverse ideas and 
interests concerning education often openly clash. During 
the 1960s and 1970s, educational reform often meant 
incorporating new ideas and focusing on the "total" student 
(Urban & Wagoner, 1996) . Today, that definition seems to 
have changed to mean focusing on "basic" educational/mental 
skills and assigning responsibility for the "total" student 
to others, i.e., the family (Urban & Wagoner, 1996) . There 
has been a shift in the political power structure in 
educational reform. This power shift, coupled with a 
scarcity of educational funds, has resulted in the declining 
role for community education in educational reform (Dryfoos, 
1994). 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem investigated in this study was the 
influence of community school education on school reform, 
specifically the nature and extent of participation of 
community school administrators in school reform activities. 
In addition, this study investigated the effects that 
certain demographic factors and the experience and 
background of community educators have on the participation 
and influence of community schools in educational reform. 
The specific activities of community schools which were the 
focus of this study were their involvement in programs for 
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youth development, lifelong learning, community 
collaboration, and family supported education. 
Significance of the Study 
Research has repeatedly documented the impact -- 
positive and negative --of the school and community as they 
relate to academic achievement or performance (Christensen, 
Rounds, & Gorney, 1992). How the school stimulates and 
motivates students has long-lasting effects. For educators, 
it is often difficult to overcome early negative effects. 
Educators should therefore be aware of all variables which 
impact on the ability of students to learn (Klingele, 1995). 
Through such an awareness, educators can often plan 
activities and modify teaching strategies to reach those 
students who are less motivated or at risk of dropping out 
of school. 
The idea of encouraging, stimulating, and motivating 
students is the premise upon which a strong foundation for 
education is built (Klingele, 1995). It has long been 
acknowledged that students need to start learning early to 
become productive citizens. They need to learn as much as 
possible about their community environment and immediate 
surroundings. When students are stimulated and challenged 
intellectually early in life, they tend to succeed in the 
classroom (Scarborough, 1991). 
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The motivation and desire for students to stay in 
school and master the necessary tools for learning are 
instilled at an early age (Center for the Study of Social 
Policy, 1995). Today's students need to acquire the skills 
and knowledge to live in an increasingly complex, 
technological world. The function of schools, educators and 
the community is not only to pass on knowledge, but also to 
try to motivate students to incorporate that knowledge into 
their lives, to learn how to utilize that information and to 
seek answers on their own (Mitchell, 1990). Often educators 
cannot motivate students if support and reinforcement is not 
also there from parents and members of the community (Center 
for the Study of Social Policy, 1995). The building of that 
support is needed in order for lasting school reform to take 
place. 
For effective school reform to take hold, especially in 
urban or poor areas, school must become the center of the 
community life and must provide a bridge between the 
community and the student (Minzey & Le Tarte, 1994) . By 
offering services other than educational, such as health, 
mental health, and community development, the school becomes 
a vibrant and vital part of the community (Dryfoos, 1994). 
As such, the educational efforts of the school may be made 
easier than if the school and its teachers are seen only as 
being a peripheral part of the actual community. 
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There are many schools in this country which are 
failing to educate students (Eisner, 1992) . Educational 
reform can take many shapes, but one which may be effective 
is the development of more community-based schools which not 
only make the community an active part of the school but 
also make the school a vital part of the community (Dryfoos, 
1994) . By increasing the relevance and importance of the 
school to the members of the community, more positive 
educational outcomes may be realized. 
In summary, this study was significant because: 
1. It broadened the understanding of school community 
relations and school reform. 
2 . It provided recommendations to community school 
educators for improving the alignment between community 
school education and school reform. 
3 . It provided insights into the process of educational 
change and reform. 
Research Questions 
1. To what extent were community school educators 
knowledgeable about school reform activities? 
2 . To what extent were community school educators 
interested in school reform activities? 
3 . To what extent had community school educators 
participated in school reform activities? 
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4. Did community educators differ in the nature of their 
participation in school reform activities? 
5. What was the effect of demographic factors on 
participation in school reform activities? 
Specifically, what effect did administrators experience 
and background, the characteristics of the community, 
the location of the school, and the characteristics of 
the school have on community school education 
involvement in school reform activities? 
Summary 
One type of school reform, community education, has 
increased the scope of the school so that it offers services 
and programs for all members of the community. This type of 
school is believed to promote a more positive environment 
for learning to take place because there is a commonality of 
purpose between the school and the community. This chapter 
gave a brief overview of why educational reform is necessary 
and why community schooling might be important for 
educational reform, as well as outlined a research proposal 
on community schools and educational reform activities. 
CHAPTER TWO. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter presents an overview of the relevant 
literature concerning the reasons for and the effectiveness 
of various educational reform efforts. This chapter also 
contains a discussion of the community education movement as 
a type of educational reform. This chapter is arranged in 
two sections -- school reform and community education. 
SchQQi Reform 
Historical Overview 
Educational change, which has been advocated many times 
in the United States, has been championed for many different 
reasons (Urban & Wagoner, 1996). For example, during the 
1930's and 1940's, the educational theory of George Counts, 
who stressed the role of teachers and schools in 
collectively reconstructing society through the proper 
education of children, was much discussed. During this 
period, there was a debate, as today, about what was the 
best curriculum by which to educate students. Child- 
centered progressives wanted to make extensive changes in 
the basic curriculum, while "essentialists" argued for the 
"return to basics" in the classroom (Urban & Wagoner, 1996). 
This latter group felt that the progressives were coddling 
children too much and not educating them properly. This 
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debate, as similar current debates, arose from the belief on 
the one hand that the curriculum must continually evolve to 
meet the changing needs of society, while on the other hand 
that certain basic information is required (Cetron & Gayle, 
1991) . 
In addition, many factors and events occurring in 
American society during the period from 1945 to 1960 brought 
about profound changes in the American educational system 
(Urban & Wagoner, 1996). Specifically, there was a need to 
educate workers for the post-War society. Life adjustment 
curricular advocates stressed the need to provide students 
with a varied and diverse array of curricula so that those 
who did not plan to go to college could gain vocational 
and/or job skills with which they could enter the job 
market. 
Further, when the Russians launched Sputnik, beating 
the United States into space, this event helped dramatically 
change the curriculum in American schools and provided the 
major impetus for increasing federal funding of public 
education (Urban & Wagoner, 1996). Congress passed the 
National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958. This Act 
provided financial assistance to undergraduate college 
students in the form of loans and to graduate students in 
the form of fellowships. It also provided financial aid to 
states to improve instruction in science, mathematics, and 
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foreign languages. It specified funding for technological, 
audiovisual and media services. For the stated purpose of 
channeling intellectual talent into defense-related fields, 
NDEA also provided funds to improve guidance and counseling 
services. Finally, it increased funding for some vocational 
programs. 
While changes in the American educational system have 
occurred to meet the changes in society, the terms 
"educational restructuring" or "educational reform" both 
came out of the 1980's (Conley, 1991). These issues 
developed from the failure of public schools to provide the 
kind of education many parents sought for their children. 
During this period, the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education was created (1981) and charged with examining the 
public education system in this country. In 1983, the 
Commission published its report -- A Nation at Risk -- in 
which it described the mediocrity of the American public 
education system and discussed how this lack of educational 
excellence threatened American national economic and 
political strength. 
A Nation at Risk was an indictment of American 
education. The report cited rates of adult illiteracy, 
declining scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test, and 
deficiencies in knowledge on the part of 17 year olds as 
revealed by international tests of achievement. 
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To correct these deficiencies, the Commission made 
several recommendations: 
• As a minimum, all students seeking a high school 
diploma should be required to complete during the four years 
of high school the following "basics" -- four years of 
English, three years of mathematics, three years of science, 
three years of social studies, and one-half year of computer 
science. 
• Schools, colleges and universities should adopt 
higher expectations of students and raise requirements for 
admission. 
• Significantly more time should be devoted to 
teaching and learning the new "basics." This could be 
achieved through more effective use of the school day, a 
lengthened school day or a lengthened school year. 
• The preparation of teachers should be strengthened. 
Further, teaching should be a more rewarding and respected 
profession. 
• Citizens throughout the country should require that 
their elected officials push for educational reform and 
appropriate the necessary funds to facilitate these reforms. 
From the 1980's forward, an increasing awareness by 
powerful constituencies -- both inside and outside of 
schools -- that the educational system is not working as 
well as it should has led to calls for a major reform of 
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American education (Cetron & Gayle, 1991) . Two problems 
motivate the current restructuring movement -- the poor 
performance of the educational system and the changing 
nature of work and workers (Mitchell, 1990) . Scores on 
standardized tests show only modest achievement in areas 
requiring problem-solving skills, and American students' 
scores are low compared with those in other countries. A 
troubling gap also persists between whites and minorities 
(Foster, 1997). Further, concern about the country's 
ability to compete in world markets has directed much 
attention to the link between education and employment 
(Conley, 1991). 
Re farm,..Model a 
According to Monteagudo (1990), there is no simple or 
single blueprint for creating good, effective schools. Good 
schools are the creation of a particular school community 
that responds to the needs of the children and reflects what 
the community believes to be important for children to learn 
(Kilbourne, Decker & Romney, 1994). 
Today, there seems to be a general lack of trust in 
public education (Liontos, 1992) . Researchers have 
suggested that legitimate school reform must take that 
distrust into account by including the community in solving 
the problems to be changed within the schools (Mitchell, 
1990) . Sexton (1995) suggests that comprehensive school 
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reform programs have a better chance for success when they 
form alliances with individuals, businesses and 
organizations within the community to address and solve the 
i • ” * • ? . . ( 
problems of the school. To this end, more people -- not 
just educators -- must be involved in identifying problems 
and solutions (Raywid, 1990). 
While there is general agreement that the American 
public school system is in disarray, there is no general 
consensus on what changes should be made to rectify the 
negative conditions (Klingele, 1994) . Responses to the 
mandates for change have taken two distinctly different 
paths: a path inspired by early scientific management 
theories and one influenced by the theories of cognitive 
psychology (Elmore, 1990; McPherson, Crowson, & Pitner, 
1986). 
The central issue that differentiates the two reform 
paths -- bureaucratic and psychological -- is that of power. 
In the bureaucratic hierarchy, power is centralized near the 
top: information is guarded, resources are controlled, and 
the autonomy of the school is limited (Elmore, 1990). 
Scientific management theories, prevalent during the 
early part of this century and still a powerful influence on 
organizational management, focus on improvement of worker 
efficiency in the attainment of organizational objectives. 
Bureaucratic education systems based on such theories 
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emphasize efficiency, stability, and control in order to 
meet educational goals (Elmore, 1990). 
The similarities between the efficiency movement as 
espoused by Frederick Taylor from 1913 to the end of the 
1920s and the reform movement in education in the 1990s is 
that they are both built on a belief that practices can be 
directed by "scientifically" derived rules and that these 
practices can be standardized across situations. The 
motivation for educational reform around the turn of the 
century and the motivations today emanate from much the same 
sources: a discontent with existing practices and a desire 
to find a solution that once and for all can be more or less 
uniformly applied (Reitzug & Burrello, 1995) . 
In these systems, leadership is centralized, roles are 
specialized, and "products" are carefully measured. 
Supervisors at district and state levels, rather than 
educators, parents and members of the school community, 
often make decisions related to the activities of the school 
(Reitzug & Burrello, 1995). 
Within the bureaucratic structure of schools, reform is 
promoted from the top down, so that changes in curriculum, 
texts, length of programs, and courses offered, for example, 
come from either the local, state, or higher education 
departments (Kretovics, Farber, & Armaline, 1991). This is 
seen today with many more localities and states having tests 
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for student advancement and graduation. In addition, 
national standards have been adopted in some disciplines, 
and educators may use national tests to measure student 
achievement (Peterson, McCarthey, & Elmore, 1996) . 
Many states have moved towards such systemic reform. 
Systemic reform has focused on articulating high standards 
for students and aligning other policies with learning 
goals. Most reformers, however, recognize that other 
changes are needed to meet new achievement standards 
(Floden, Goertz & O'Day, 1995). 
School reform efforts to date have not always resulted 
in meaningful change (Stapleford, 1995) . Nevertheless, 
researchers have identified several essential components of 
a successful school-improvement plan, which include 
establishing clear academic goals based on developing and 
assessing students' competencies, creating a caring 
community with explicit core values, and encouraging many 
forms of collaboration between the schools, parents, the 
community, and government (Wagner,1994). 
Unlike the bureaucratic model, the reform methods based 
on psychological theory emphasize the growth of people 
within the system and contain many of the essential 
components of a successful school improvement plan outlined 
in the literature (Shields, 1995). Educators who use this 
model emphasize the development of skills, concepts, and so- 
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cial competencies (Davies, 1991). Effectiveness, therefore, 
is stressed over efficiency. Periods of instability are 
considered normal in the process of growth and give way to 
stability through dialogue and active problem solving 
(Raywid, 1990). Control is distributed among teachers, 
students, parents, and the community; individuals within the 
system make decisions about teaching, learning, curriculum, 
and school environment. Thus, the values, talents, beliefs, 
and needs of the students, parents and teachers within a 
particular school community are used to guide the decisions 
made about that school's program (Davies, 1991) . 
Barth (1990) addresses educational reform from the 
perspective of improving the relationships within schools 
and tapping the "hidden" resources of the faculty, staff and 
community of the schools themselves. Barth (1990) believes 
schools are capable of improving themselves and that only 
changes coming from and sustained by the schools are likely 
to bring long-term improvement. He argues against "outside- 
of-school remedies to inside-of-school problems" (p. 15). 
Barth (1990) asserts that "the top-down model [of 
leadership] is too unwieldy, is subject to too much 
distortion, and is too unprofessional. Problems are 
frequently too big and too numerous for any one person to 
address alone. Schools need to recognize and develop many 
different kinds of leadership among many different kinds of 
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people to replace the venerable, patriarchal model" (p. 
144) . Leadership within the schools should therefore be the 
domain of principals, teachers, parents, students, staff and 
the community at large. 
Barth's vision for good schools is based on educators 
developing collegiality rather than competitiveness, taking 
risks to try new approaches, recommiting to effectively 
educate all members of the community including themselves, 
and respecting diversity as a resource from which to develop 
innovative approaches to problems. To this end, Barth 
states that "without shared leadership, it is impossible for 
a professional culture to exist in a school" (p. 172). 
Without such a culture, educational excellence will remain 
an elusive goal. 
Kretovics, Farber, and Armaline (1991) also argue that 
top-down, bureaucratic-style management defeats the efforts 
of school reform because it removes teachers, 
administrators, parents and the community from the process 
of facing and solving the problems of the schools. They 
suggest that by building on and strengthening the school 
community, school reform will be successful. To this end, 
they describe Project SHAPE, which was an intervention 
program aimed at helping underachieving and disadvantaged 
ninth- and tenth-graders at one high school in Toledo, Ohio. 
Students who participated in this program had better 
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attendance and fewer suspensions than they had previously. 
In addition, their scores on a standardized achievement test 
were significantly better than those of a comparison group 
of ninth graders. Project SHAPE allowed teachers to be 
flexible in designing the educational program, based on the 
needs of the students and the urban community. The aim of 
the program was to enhance positive experiences for the 
students and make their educational experience relevant to 
their lives. 
Eisner (1992) states that in order to have effective 
reform in schools, one must first understand all the 
dimensions and dynamics of the current system. He suggests 
five dimensions of schooling which must be considered: 
1. Intentional -- This refers to the intention or 
purpose of the schools and includes the general goals of the 
schools, specific subject-matter aims, socialization, 
skills, etc. Today, the success of most school reforms is 
measured by standardized testing. This according to Eisner 
(1992) is not the primary intention of schools. Rather, he 
argues that levels of performance in all contexts of life 
outside the school -- interests, voluntarism, levels of 
problem solving -- must be considered in measuring success. 
2. Structural -- This refers to how schools are 
organized -- generally by subject matter and by specific 
roles for each member of the school. Eisner (1992) argues 
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that that is only one way of organizing or structuring 
schools. 
3. Curricular -- Eisner (1992) maintains that more 
focus needs to be placed on what is taught (content) and how 
it is taught so that students have more opportunities to 
define their own curriculum and educational aims. 
4. Pedagogical -- Eisner (1992) differentiates between 
the intended curriculum (that which one plans to teach) and 
the operational curriculum (that which is actually taught in 
the classroom) . In order to achieve a commonality between 
the two, classrooms must be analyzed and monitored to 
understand the strengths and weaknesses of teachers, the 
ability levels of the students, etc. 
5. Evaluative -- New evaluation procedures must be 
developed along with the reforms to monitor the success or 
failure of the reforms. Older tests may not be equipped to 
measure some of the goals of the revised programs. Not only 
student outcome must be evaluated, but the quality of what 
is being taught and the teaching processes must also be 
reviewed (Eisner, 1992). 
Brandt (1993) looked at the effects of authentic 
instruction and student achievement and found that 
innovative organizational changes were the starting point 
for restructuring schools. For example, schools in which 
teachers are given flexibility within their classrooms to 
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try new methods seem to be more likely to show improved 
student results. 
Nevertheless, according to Hargreaves (1995), the 
achievement of school reform efforts is contingent upon 
whether schools implement certain conditions that will 
foster successful change, whether principals buy into and 
play a significant role in the changes, and whether there is 
interplay among administrators, community leaders, parents, 
teachers and students. Before collective action and 
dialogue can take place, certain relationships must be built 
among teachers and others. A relationship must be formed 
based on the culture of the school. To develop or alter 
these relationships is to restructure the school 
(Hargreaves, 1995) . Such restructuring is handicapped from 
the start, however, if there is not an existing foundation 
of collaboration among the school's communities upon which 
to build. 
Shields (1995) found similar results in a national 
study of effective school-reform programs. For this study, 
reforms were broadly defined to include school-site 
improvement efforts designed to develop schoolwide capacity 
for problem solving, to improve teaching, and to increase 
student learning. Data were obtained from a survey of a 
national representative sample of local school districts 
(n=l,555), surveys of administrators in all state education 
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agencies, and intensive case studies of 5 states, 16 
districts and 32 schools. This study examined the extent to 
which the reform effort involved meaningful collaboration 
among school staff, staff ownership of the change process, 
building professional capacity among staff, and student 
outcomes. The data suggest that the most effective school- 
based reform often shared a set of characteristics: 
(1) a clear focus on creating more challenging learning 
experiences for all students; (2) a school culture in which 
teachers worked collaboratively and had a voice in decision 
making; and (3) opportunities for faculty development. 
Teachers play an important role in school reform 
(Kretovics, Farber, & Armaline, 1991). Teachers can be 
given the power to lead and take control of what goes on in 
the classroom setting, or share decision making choices when 
it comes to textbooks, curriculum and the day-to-day 
operations of what goes on in the classrooms. Curriculum 
reform and upgrading of teacher professionalism go hand in 
hand with school reform (Woodard & Elliott, 1992). 
Research on school reform has found several factors 
which contribute to the success of such efforts (Dandridge, 
1993) . One of those recurring components is teacher 
participation: 
In three Massachusetts schools, teachers identified six 
conditions that influenced them to participate in 
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programs to improve learning. Reforms must address 
social and academic needs of students as well as 
teacher empowerment, adequate resources, implementation 
time, time to adjust and refine processes. These are 
all keys to teachers' taking part in the effort to 
reform (Dandridge, 1993, p. 6). 
Schools have found that by including teachers in the 
decision making process, they can get a firsthand view of 
the problems facing today's students. A lack of control by 
teachers takes away a sense of professionalism when they 
have no say in the decisions that affect them on a daily 
basis (Lunsford, 1995). 
To further involve all affected parties, many schools 
have developed task forces made up of representatives from 
all the school's communities, including teachers (Denton, 
1991). All members have input in what is needed to 
strengthen the reform efforts of schools. Not only does 
each member bring his or her own firsthand knowledge of the 
problems found within the school, but each also, through 
active participation in solving the problems, becomes an 
active, committed part of the solution. 
Another variable in school reform is the student 
(Klingele, 1995). The changing nature of children today 
presents a totally different set of problems from children 
even a decade ago. Because of this, schools must reform in 
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order to deal with these problems. School reform can come 
in the form of charter schools, alternative schools, and 
even school-within-a-school concepts. All of these 
restructuring efforts are efforts put in place to assist 
teachers with the growing need to address the multitude of 
problems children bring into the classroom daily (Klingele, 
1994) . 
In order for the conditions of restructuring to take 
place, the problems facing many children go back to the 
neighborhoods in which they live. Effective schooling or 
effective learning cannot take place if these problems are 
not addressed (Klingele, 1995). Often these social problems 
and social ills are the reasons behind low test scores, 
drop-out rates, at risk students, and school violence. 
Until these problems are addressed and something is put into 
place to offset these problems, schools will continue to 
fail to produce educated students (Dandridge, 1993). 
To handle the changing needs of today's students, 
school reform in many areas of the country has become a 
collaborative effort between the schools, parents and the 
community (Minzey & Le Tarte, 1994). For example, in ten 
Louisiana schools, changes in parental support during a two 
year period showed parental involvement changed the impact 
of the children's interest in the school and their 
achievement in class. It has also changed the attitudes of 
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teachers and administrators towards parents of poor children 
(St. John, 1995). Restructuring schools and its success go 
beyond the traditional models of educating and understand 
that total reform must include and involve the total child. 
A large percentage of children in the public schools are 
poor, minority and culturally disadvantaged, facts which 
schools must recognize and combat in order for school reform 
to be successful (Bredeson, 1993). 
Another example is in Lincolnshire, Illinois at the 
Adlai Stevenson High School where parents became active in 
the educational process. A parent organization was begun 
and parents participated in various school improvement task 
forces. The school solicited parent volunteers, and the 
parent organization funded the position of coordinator of 
parent volunteers. A result of parental involvement was 
improved communication between the school and the student's 
home. Teachers began to communicate with parents on a 
regular basis (DuFour, 1995). 
School-Based Management 
Beginning in the late 1970s-early 1980s, states started 
to require improved academic standards, established state- 
or, at least, district-wide curriculum, and set stricter 
attendance and course requirements. All of these efforts 
were made to counter the "lack of excellence" found in the 
nation's schools (Goodlad 1984). Although schools 
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implemented the required changes, the expected improvement 
in student performance, attendance and graduation rates, and 
other measured criteria did not materialize. Research 
indicates "that successful change must originate and be 
implemented at the school level, not outside the schools" 
(Goodlad, 1984; Raywid 1990). It is reasonable to believe 
that such school-based administration will be more attuned 
to the particular characteristics of students and to their 
educational needs. Further, site-based managed schools may¬ 
be more flexible in meeting the specific needs and interests 
of individual students than can schools which are district- 
managed and controlled by specific curricular agendas 
(Meriwether, 1996). 
Some recent successful school reform efforts have 
focused on school-site improvement efforts designed to 
develop schoolwide capacity for problem solving, to improve 
teaching, and to increase student learning (Meriweather, 
1996). Some school reform efforts involve meaningful 
collaboration among school staff, staff ownership of the 
change process, a focus on teaching and curriculum, building 
professional capacity among staff, and a focus on student 
outcomes and equity. 
The school-based management (SBM) concept for school 
governance is a system which empowers members within the 
local school community (Murphy & Beck, 1995). Under SBM, 
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the powers of reform-making and implementation are related 
to the individual schools, uniting teachers and 
administrators, as well as parents and students to foster 
locally determined, majority mandated reform (Murphy & Beck, 
1995). 
School-based management involves shifting the 
initiative in public education from school boards, 
superintendents, and central administrative offices to 
individual schools and their community (Black, 1996). The 
purpose of school-based management is to improve performance 
by making those closest to the delivery of services -- 
teachers, principals and parents -- more responsible for the 
results of the school's operation. In 1984, early in the 
"decade of reform," John Goodlad wrote in the introduction 
of his book, A Place Called School. "The major message of 
this report is that improvement is essentially a school-by- 
school process (p. iii)." 
School-based decision making makes the school the 
primary unit of education. Proponents of school-based 
managed schools argue that the decisions can best be made by 
people directly affected by them because reforms work best 
when people carrying them out feel they "own" the new system 
and are personally responsible for the results (Mitchell 
1990) . 
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Advocates of site-based management stress that in order 
for change to be effected the local school council must make 
curriculum, personnel and budget decisions for that school. 
As Raywid (1990) states: 
The extent to which site management would affect the 
autonomy of the school and the distribution of power in 
the school and between school and parents would depend 
heavily upon (1) the way the school advisory council is 
constituted and named, (2) the functions assigned it, 
and (3) the way in which the principal is named and 
maintained in office. A site-management plan with 
minimal lay representation on the school advisory 
council, or one in which council members are named by 
and strictly advisory to the principal, has not 
redistributed authority between school and community at 
all... (pp. 184-185). 
According to Cetron and Gayle (1991) many schools 
throughout the country have adopted some form of on-site 
management of their schools. In this system, the decision¬ 
making responsibility is held by the people (teachers, 
school administrators, parents and community members) at the 
school-building level, allowing persons closest to the 
students to make the decisions about curriculum, 
methodology, time organization, and resource allocation. In 
school-based management systems, authority is shared by the 
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principal, teachers, parents and members of the community in 
many cases. 
Based on the premise that schools have different 
cultures and needs, school-based management proponents argue 
that state and local officials should let each school decide 
how to organize itself and solve its own problems (David, 
1996). This means giving school-site staff greater control 
over budget, personnel, and curriculum. The argument is not 
that school-based management will directly lead to higher 
student test scores, but that where it works effectively, 
schools will be more conducive to learning (Murphy & Beck, 
1995) . 
Today, most site-based management proposals call for 
the establishment of one or more school advisory councils 
for obtaining input from teachers and school administrators 
and, in some cases, from parents and the community (David, 
1996) . 
Shared decision making as an element of educational 
reform promises enhanced quality outcomes and appeals to 
educators and members of the community who see virtue in the 
idea of people working together to plan what is best for 
themselves, their students, and the community (Black, 1996). 
Analyses have shown, however, that school councils 
implementing shared decision making rarely tackle 
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operational classroom decisions or school decisions that 
impact on the classroom (Ognibene, 1994) . 
Although schools are increasingly adopting at least 
some elements of site-based management, little uniformity 
exists among districts (Meriwether, 1996) . There is no 
"blueprint for success" for schools to follow. Principals 
and teachers are managing schools through trial-and-error. 
Many principals are apprehensive about their changing roles, 
and teachers are struggling with management responsibilities 
(Black, 1996). In addition, evidence suggests that school 
management programs face difficulties because the districts 
have been reluctant to totally delegate authority for such 
decisions as budget, staffing and curriculum (David, 1996). 
The amount of authority given to the teachers, parents and 
community advisors varies. In many so-called school-based 
managed schools most of the decisions are still made by the 
principal and the school district, rather than by the 
classroom teachers and the parents (St. John, 1995) . 
By definition, school-based management promotes 
variation among schools (David, 1996). If such variation is 
a response to differing school needs, it is an advantage. 
If it reflects different levels of either capacity or 
commitment, however, it may be a problem (Meriweather, 
1996). If school-based management is to work as intended, 
districts must ensure that all schools have the expertise to 
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make budgetary, personnel, and curriculum decisions (David, 
1996). To that end, some schools will need only a limited 
amount of initial training and planning time. Others will 
require districts to provide assistance over a much longer 
period. 
While research shows that school-based management can 
bring about effective educational reforms, this approach is 
not without problems. School-based management programs take 
time to develop within the school -- usually 5 to 10 years 
(Meriwether, 1996). Many problems are encountered as the 
present culture of the schools and districts is changed. It 
takes much time and effort to get beyond the "us-versus- 
them" mentality and start tapping into the expertise of all 
members of the schools councils (Meriwether, 1996) . Some 
early research on school-based management found that the 
advisory group was not considered by school "insiders" as 
part of the school's operation. Rather, they were seen as 
one of many outside projects thrust upon the school (Raywid, 
1990) . 
In Chicago, local school councils (LSC's) were formed 
within the schools in 1989. The LSC's were then given the 
prerogative of leading reform efforts within that community. 
In other words, decisions are made from the bottom up, with 
consensus assisting in the decision making process. 
Currently there are almost 550 groups with over 12,000 
36 
members. An evaluation by Hess (1995) reports that the 
LSC's successfully created "add-on" programs, such as after 
school music classes, increased multicultural planning, and 
expanded summer school offerings, with greater levels of 
change occurring within lower-income schools. Research 
looking at the effectiveness of the LSC's finds that about 
one-third of the schools in Chicago have made great progress 
to improving student achievement. In these schools, 
faculty, parents and members of the community are actively 
involved in setting the direction of the school reform. 
Another one-third of Chicago's school have improved their 
standards, but not as significantly as the top one-third. 
Then, finally, about one-third of the schools have made very 
little progress toward improving student achievement. What 
has been found is that in the LSC's in which there is a 
great deal of cooperation and collaboration among the 
members of the faculty, staff, student, parents, and 
community, progress towards improved standards are made. In 
other schools, where the level of cooperation and 
collaboration is less, progress toward positive change is 
also less (Bryk et al, 1994). 
Further, involving members of the community into the 
school decision-making process is not always easy (Miron & 
St. John, 1995). If parents, members of the community, and 
educators do not agree on the problems and/or how to solve 
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them, little consensus can be achieved. Unless these groups 
can reach a shared understanding of what problems need to be 
addressed, what changes need to be made, and how the schools 
need to be restructured, there may be little chance for 
school reform. 
There are many other problems inherent in the 
application of site-based managed schools. One is getting 
and maintaining the active involvement of teachers, parents 
and community leaders. Another concern is that with the 
elimination of a uniform curriculum throughout the school 
district, students progressing from one school to another 
might not be properly prepared or might be overly educated 
for their new setting. Some coordination of programs 
between schools must be addressed (David, 1996) . 
Community Education 
Even the best-run schools cannot overcome the effects 
of poverty and the related problems, such as child abuse, 
drug addiction, and delinquency on their own (DuFour, 1995). 
Even in particularly effective schools, family background is 
the best predictor of student achievement (Christenson, 
Rounds, & Gorney, 1992). Many educators, therefore, see a 
need to extend education to include all members of the 
school's community, not just to the children who attend 
classes (Klingele, 1994). The rationale is that effective 
educational reform cannot take place in a vacuum. Rather, 
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only by addressing the larger societal problems that impact 
young people within their communities can schools become 
effective (Dryfoos, 1994). 
Schools need new ways to think about and foster 
parental and community involvement in education (Decker & 
Boo, 1996) . The community school provides such a way to 
change the identity of education and bring the entire 
community into the educational process. 
Community education, which has been one reform measure 
used to gain more involvement by families and the community 
at large into the education of the students, has many 
definitions (Dryfoos, 1994). Minzey and Le Tarte (1994) 
differentiate between community education and community 
school. The former is the idea or concept and the latter is 
the means by which the idea is accomplished. Minzey and Le 
Tarte (1994) define community education as "the belief that 
all communities have many problems and that these problems 
can best be solved through education" (p. 40). In some 
cases, community schools are seen as schools which provide 
services throughout the year for recreation, adult 
education, and youth enrichment. The term "community 
education" has been used to include the idea of providing 
many services for the community within the school, such as a 
complete array of social services (Davies, 1991). 
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Community education is a way for people to enhance 
their lives and communities through learning and 
collaboration (Decker & Boo, 1996). Community education is 
based on the mutually interdependent relationship between 
the home, school, work and community as they interact in 
phases of human development and community improvement 
(Denton, 1991). It advocates providing opportunities for 
parents, families, local community members, schools, 
businesses, and other organizations to become partners in 
addressing educational and community concerns (Decker & Woo, 
1996). The goal is to improve the quality of life and build 
a "sense of community" through civic and neighborhood 
enhancement projects and the operation of schools as 
community schools, functioning as community learning 
centers. 
Community education is both an educational philosophy 
and a process that expands schools' traditional role of K-12 
education into one of being community learning centers -- of 
being community schools (Ringers & Decker, 1995) . Educators 
are encouraged to focus on the broad range of educational 
needs that exist in communities. Emphasis is placed on 
working in collaboration with business and industry, public 
and private agencies and organizations, parents and 
families, and other community members to offer a wide 
variety of academic, extracurricular, recreational, 
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cultural, civic, health, social service, and work-force 
preparation programs for people of all ages (Dryfoos, 1994). 
At the heart of the community school is a simple idea, 
that is, schools are not just places to teach children, but 
can be learning centers for the entire community because 
learning is lifelong (Ringers & Decker, 1995). The basic 
intent in developing a community school is to open school 
buildings on a planned, organized basis and offer programs 
designed to accurately reflect a community's needs and 
concerns (Dryfoos, 1994). 
While the activities provided by individual community 
schools may vary from location to location, there are many 
general similarities between such schools (Schorr, 1997). 
For example, most have programs which provide health and 
human services to members of the community, which provide 
opportunities for youth development as well as community 
development, and which focus on improving the culture of 
schools and the classrooms. To meet the service needs of 
the members of the community, community schools may provide 
referral services to various community health and social 
resources, provide programs for preschool children, offer 
child care services, and host health care service providers. 
In the area of youth development, community schools may 
offer mentoring, tutoring and literacy, recreation, career 
training and development, and community service 
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opportunities (Dryfoos, 1994). Community schools may foster 
community development by offering training and education 
programs for adults within the community, parenting 
programs, as well as community activities and organizing 
(Schorr, 1997) . 
The role of the community school is thus multifaceted. 
A school community center is a place where, in addition to 
formal, structured youth education, educational 
opportunities for learners of all ages can be addressed 
(Ringers & Decker, 1995). Underlying such programs is the 
philosophy that greater opportunities exist for 
collaboration and coordination of services when these goals 
are pursued at a common site. 
One group of proposals of community schools envisions 
the school as a "settlement house" or focal point for 
delivery of a variety of services, including child care and 
parenting education, job counseling and training, preventive 
health care, and substance abuse treatment (Romney, 1996). 
Another model advocates greater collaboration with the 
business community and with colleges and various cultural 
organizations (Romney, 1996). 
Nevertheless, one major problem of such collaboration 
with government and/or business stems from linking schools 
with social service agencies involving multiple programs and 
funding streams, inconsistent eligibility criteria, 
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splintered organization of interest groups, and legislative 
jurisdictions that preserve service fragmentation (Kagan, 
1993) . Further confounding this fragmentation is the way 
students are referred to various services. Delivery of 
social services is exceedingly informal, usually depending 
on relations among staff and on their personal knowledge and 
judgment about services (Mitchell, 1990). 
The idea of community schools is not new (Urban & 
Wagoner, 1996). In early American history, the school 
served many functions within the community and was actually 
closely controlled by the community. The members of the 
school and its communities worked closely together providing 
for the needs of all members of the community. 
The more modern idea of community schools developed in 
part from the work of John Dewey. Dewey espoused a 
reformist role for the schools, one which would make the 
schools less isolated and more central in the struggle for a 
better society. With the right kind of schools, individuals 
would understand issues better, would be better equipped to 
solve social problems, and would be able to control their 
surroundings (Kilbourne, Decker & Romney, 1994). 
In the past, community schools have served as many 
things -- community recreation centers, community meeting 
places, and adult education centers. Today, the community 
school seems to serve those functions as well as others. 
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For example, some schools have a Parent Center (Davies, 
1991). This is a room specifically used as a Parent or 
Family Center within the school. This Center is often 
staffed by parents of children in the school and by 
volunteers and is a setting where family visitors drop in 
for coffee, conversation and information. These centers 
provide information to families about the school programs as 
well as social services and other activities available to 
them in the community. These centers therefore serve both 
as part of the school1s outreach to parents and as a 
community school-type resource. 
In addition, schools are actively seeking support from 
members of the community and local businesses. This support 
not only expands the pool of resources from which the 
schools can draw, but it also allows an obvious link to be 
made between the needs of the school and the needs of the 
community (Davies, 1991). 
Today, community schooling is being rediscovered as a 
tool for uniting the community and providing a vehicle 
through which the community can work together to combat its 
problems (Minzey & Le Tarte, 1994). One problem today may 
be that many communities are extremely heterogeneous and 
therefore it is often difficult for all the groups to unite 
together because of their basic differences (Foster, 1997). 
In the past, this might not have been so because communities 
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were not only smaller but also more homogeneous. This can 
be seen, for example, in communities where the school house 
was a central force within the community and teachers were 
considered members of everyone's family (Foster, 1997). 
Today, however, while many communities are very diverse, 
some, especially urban communities, are becoming more 
homogeneous. The role of the school and the teachers within 
such communities may be moving toward being more central in 
the lives of those communities. 
The idea of community education may therefore be 
central to effective school reform if educators need to 
combat social and psychological impediments to their 
students' learning (Kilbourne, Decker, & Romney, 1994). 
Community schools can serve to provide needed services to 
the community which in turn will improve the lives of those 
within the community, including the young people. 
Minzey and Le Tarte (1994) cite several objectives of 
community schools: 
1. Identifying the needs of the community; 
2 . Establishing programs to meet those needs within the 
community; 
3 . Improving the interaction between the school and the 
community; 
4. Assisting in providing, coordinating and delivering 
services to the members of the community. 
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By improving the community, the school will ultimately 
improve the chances for educational success of the young 
children within the community (Mitchell, 1990). 
Another way that the school can connect with the 
community and help meet various needs of the community is 
through using education to provide community service, which 
is a voluntary contribution that teaches students valuable 
lessons about the responsibilities of citizenship (Kohler, 
1993). This stems from Dewey's ideas about active learning 
and the social responsibilities of education. Community 
service programs can teach many skills, such as civic 
participation, group interaction, leadership, cooperation, 
and political influence. Service activities build positive 
bonds between youth and the institutions of their community 
by building links between schools and the community, by 
promoting civic knowledge, by strengthening attachments to 
family and community, and by providing alternatives to 
delinquent behavior. Community service strengthens student 
academic performance and self-esteem by promoting personal 
and intellectual development, stimulating interest and 
reducing negative attitudes, helping young people see the 
connection between what they learn in school and the real 
problems faced in their communities, and influencing 
personal and social responsibility (Kohler, 1993). 
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Community schools provide many types of services in 
addition to education. These include: 
• Before and after school care 
• Recreational programs 
• Health Clinics 
• Child Care 
• Small Business Development 
• Adult Vocational Education 
• Adult Literacy, GED 
• Service integration. 
All of these programs, in addition to involving parents and 
community in children's education and site-based management 
have helped reform or restructure public education over the 
years (Dryfoos, 1994). 
In general, community schools have taken the lead of 
reforming education by involving the community in 
educational decisions, providing family/community support 
services and educational/training opportunities, and 
broadening school curriculum (Dryfoos, 1994) . The 
activities of community schools have been earmarked by 
providing educational opportunities to all interested 
members of the community and by bridging education with the 
community and all its members (Schorr, 1997) . 
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Summary 
This chapter has presented a historical overview of the 
impetus for educational reform in this country over the past 
70 years. It also discussed the models upon which the 
reform efforts have been based and looked at specific 
reforms which have been directed at giving each school site 
the responsibility for its own educational activities. 
Finally, this chapter provided a discussion about the 
reasons for and types of programs offered by a specific type 
of educational reform -- community education. 
CHAPTER THREE. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Research Design 
The focus of this study was to investigate the reasons 
for and implications of the influence of community school 
education on school reform. The dependent variable was the 
extent and nature of involvement in community school 
education and school reform. The moderating variables were 
the type of schools and various demographic factors of the 
school itself and of its educators. The assumption of this 
study was that the extent of involvement in school reform is 
dependent upon the extent of knowledge and interest among 
administrators of community schools. 
Independent. Dependent and Moderating Variables 
The independent variables of this study were the 
educators' knowledge of and interest in school reform. The 
dependent variables were educators' level and nature of 
participation in school reform. These variables were 
measured by participation in educational reform programs, 
utilization of reform concepts within the school, and 




The moderating variables were the type of school -- 
community or regular public school -- as well as various 
characteristics of the school community and its 
administrators. Specific variables which were studied 
include : 
1. Experience and Background of School Administrators: 
The number of years of education and years of community 
educators' experience. 
2. Characteristics of the School: 
a. School type - Elementary, Middle or High School 
b. The location of the school - Urban, Rural or 
Suburban 
c. Socioeconomic status of the student body - 
Percentage of students who participate in the 
free lunch program 
d. Minority status of the student body - 
Percentage of minority students in the school. 
Relationship Amoag__fche._yarjableg 
A school's community has a significant role in the 
success of the educational process (Kilbourne, Decker & 
Romeny, 1994) . This is true for both traditional and for 
community schools, but the rationale for their existence may 
be very different. Traditional schools are mandated by law, 
while community schools provide not only education but also 
services to the community, whose participation is voluntary 
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(Schorr, 1997). Figure 1 shows the relationship between the 
variables in this study. 
Figure 1. Relationships between Variables 














• SES Status 
• Minority 
Status 
• School Type 
Research has consistently shown that strong community 
support is important in maintaining effective schools. As 
Melaville (1998) notes: 
Schools have a first-order responsibility for ensuring 
young people's academic success, but that doesn't 
diminish the responsibility of the rest of the 
community to help create the conditions in which young 
people can succeed more broadly -- not only in school, 
but also in their careers, in their civic 
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responsibilities and eventually as parents. School- 
community initiatives provide a valuable setting in 
which to connect both school and community resources 
(p. 100) . 
The foregoing quote summarizes the role of community in 
traditional schools. But, not only have the roles and 
educational process changed within the traditional American 
school systems, but the roles assigned to community schools 
have also changed. Just as in traditional schools, the 
curricula and school population have dramatically changed 
over the years, so too have the services provided and the 
population of the community schools (Dryfoos, 1994). 
While the goals of community education may be fairly 
constant in general, the role for the schools themselves 
have often expanded significantly as the needs of the 
community have increased (Schorr, 1997). Not only is 
providing lifelong education a goal for community schools 
now but also they often provide coordination of community 
services, offer English literacy programs to immigrants, 
provide job training, etc. The change in the roles of such 
schools may have indeed changed the focus of community 
schools from educational reform to providing services 
(Dryfoos, 1994). 
According to Minzey and LeTarte (1994), community 
education should address the expanded needs of the 
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community. In order to do so, such schools must be in tune 
with the needs of the members of the community and have the 
resources and ability to provide for those needs through 
education. This requires not only the identification of 
needs but also the development of programs to address those 
needs. 
Because society is changing so rapidly today, many the 
needs of individuals also rapidly change. To meet these 
challenges effectively, community educators cannot merely be 
reactive. They need to be proactive to the needs of the 
community and provide the coordination of services -- 
educational, social, political, financial, etc. -- for the 
community (Schorr, 1997). If community educators back away 
from educational reform, they become reactive to the needs 
of the community rather than proactive. In other words, 
they may not be actively involved in defining problems and 
needs within the community and developing educational and 
social practices with which to deal with these needs. 
Nevertheless, it is also possible that community 
schools are providing a number of activities and services 
which are in fact educational reform activities but are no 
longer recognized as such because of the diversity of their 
involvement in many different types of service projects as 
well as educational projects (Dryfoos, 1994) . Many programs 
of the community schools have helped and continue to help 
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restructure "education" in American society. Some of the 
educational restructuring functions of community schools 
include : 
• Site-Based Management 
• Parent/Educator involvement 
• Before- and After-School Care 
• Recreational Programs 
• School-Based Health Clinics 
• Child Care 
• Adult/Community Involvement 
• Youth Involvement 
• Small Business Development 
• Adult Vocational Education 
• Adult Literacy, GED, High School Degree Programs 
• Service Integration 
Denton (1991) suggests that these and other programs 
form a general pattern which can be found in community 
education programs. These include "involving the community 
in educational decision-making; providing family support and 
education; enhancing the curriculum by incorporating 
community resources; extending educational opportunities for 
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children and adults; and collaborating with community 
agencies and organizations" (p. 17) . 
Null Hypotheses 
Hoi There is no significant relationship between the 
extent of community educators' knowledge of school reform 
and participation in school reform activities. 
Ho2 There is no significant relationship between the 
extent of interest of community school educators in school 
reform and participation in school reform activities. 
Ho3 There is no significant relationship between the 
extent of interest of community school educators in school 
reform and the knowledge of school reform activities. 
Ho4 There is no significant relationship between the 
extent of knowledge by community school educators about 
school reform and the nature of participation in school 
reform. 
Ho5 There is no significant relationship between the 
interest of community school educators in school reform and 
the nature of participation in school reform activities. 
Ho6 There is no significant relationship between the 
academic background of community school administrators and 
their participation in school reform activities. 
Ho7 There is no significant relationship between the 
administrative experience of community school administrators 
and participation in school reform activities. 
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Ho8 There is no significant relationship between the 
socioeconomic status of the student body of the community 
school and the participation by the community school 
administrator in school reform activities. 
Ho9 There is no significant relationship between the 
minority composition of the community school and the 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
HolO There is no significant relationship between the 
socioeconomic status of the student body of the community 
school and the extent of interest of the community school 
administrator in school reform activities. 
Holl There is no significant relationship between the 
minority composition of the community school and the extent 
of interest of the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. 
Hol2 There is no significant relationship between the 
location of the community school and the extent of interest 
of the community school administrator in school reform 
activities. 
Hol3 There is no significant relationship between the 
location of the community school and the extent of 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
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Hol4 There is no significant relationship between the 
school type of the community school and the extent of 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
Hol5 There is no significant relationship between the 
school type of the community school and the extent of 
interest of the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. 
Hol6 There is no significant difference between male 
and female community school administrators in the extent of 
participation in school reform activities. 
Hol7 There is no significant difference between male 
and female community school administrators in the extent of 
interest in school reform activities. 
Hol8 There is no significant relationship in the extent 
of participation in school reform activities among the 
positions of community school administrators. 
Hol9 There is no significant relationship in the extent 
of interest in school reform activities among the various 
job positions of community school administrators. 
Limitâtions of the Study 
The results presented might have been limited by a 
number of factors. First, there were a number different 
definitions for community education and community schools in 
the literature. Further, there was no one "model" for 
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community schools to follow, so many different types of 
schools have been identified as community schools. 
The concept of "community education" was not consistent 
from area to area. Some "community schools" were part of 
the public school system while others were more independent 
of the traditional school system and therefore may provide a 
broader range of services for the community. The types and 
range of services provided by the individual schools which 
were all classified as "community schools" might have 
hampered data analysis. 
Another limitation to this research was the fact that 
there are a limited number of actual research studies on 
community schools to make a significant comparison of the 
findings. 
Also, this study did not examine participation in 
regulatory or standard based reforms. 
Further, accurate data analysis might have been 
compromised by the number of educators who respond to the 
surveys which will be distributed. The number and the type 
of respondents might incorrectly skew the data. 
Finally, this study provided a "snapshot" of one time 
in the history of community education and might not be as 
accurate as a longitudinal study in identifying trends 
concerning the role of community school educators in 
educational reform. 
Summary 
This chapter included the theoretical framework upon 
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which this study was based. The effects of the presence or 
absence of community involvement in schools have been well 
documented. This chapter noted the role of community 
schools in the community and briefly discussed how the roles 
of the traditional schools and community schools were 
different in terms of their relationships to their student 
population and the community. 
This chapter also provided a description of the 
relationship among the independent variables (knowledge and 
concern for school reform) , dependent variables (nature of 
participation in school reform), and moderating variables 
(demographic factors concerning the educators, school and 
community). Further, this chapter defined key terms and set 
forth null hypotheses for this study. Finally, this chapter 
stated factors which might have limited the reliability and 
validity of the results of this study. 
CHAPTER FOUR. RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was to determine how and to 
what extent community education has participated in 
educational reform since 1983. This study looked at the 
types of programs offered by community schools, how directly 
involved in educational reform community schools have been, 
and the degree and extent of participation of community 
school administration in school reform activities. 
This chapter describes the methodology and procedures 
used in this study. The following areas are explained: 
design of the study; description of the setting; sampling 
procedures; working with human subjects; descriptions of the 
instrument; data collection procedures; and statistical 
application. 
Research Design 
This study was descriptive in nature, using a survey 
questionnaire as the primary data collection method. 
Community school educators provided the data which was 
analyzed to determine the relationship between the knowledge 
of and concern for educational reform and the nature and 
level of participation in educational reform. 
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The survey method using the questionnaire as the main 
data collection instrument was used primarily because the 
population and resulting sample for this study was 
relatively large. Further, it was anticipated that the 
anonymity of the questionnaire would encourage honest 
responses by all subjects. 
Both primary and secondary data were used in this 
study. The primary or original data was obtained from the 
responses of community educators to questionnaires about the 
programs of their community schools and activities related 
to educational reform (Appendix A). The secondary data came 
from a review of related literature and research on 
community education and educational reform. 
Pcgcription of the Population 
The study looked at community schools throughout the 
country to determine the role of community education on 
educational reform. Active members of the National 
Community Education Association (NCEA), who are located in 
46 of the 50 states in this country, served as the 
population for this study. Community school educators who 
are members of the NCEA were randomly selected to 
participate in this study. 
Sampling 
The sample for this study was community educators 
throughout the country who were randomly selected from the 
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1999 National Community Education Association (NCEA) 
Membership Directory. From a membership of 1,500, a 
systematic sample of 500 NCEA members were randomly selected 
and sent survey questionnaires. 
Data Collection 
This study was conducted with the permission of the 
NCEA members. Subjects to be used in this study were 
informed that the collected data would be used in a 
dissertation, with individuals remaining anonymous and only 
group data being reported (Appendix B). Subjects were also 
advised that all data would be kept confidential, and 
participation would be voluntary. 
Instrumentation 
In constructing this instrument, some recommendations 
suggested by Porter (1966) and Best (1977) were used as a 
framework. These included: 
Step 1. Reviewed current literature in the most 
prestigious research journals on the selected topic. 
Step 2. Defined the objectives for developing the 
scale. 
Step 3. Defined the target population. 
Step 4. Developed an item pool. 
Step 5. Determined the number of questions. 
Step 6. Determined the wording of the questions. 
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Step 7. Determined the subjects to whom the questions 
will be directed. 
Step 8. Ensured that the study's hypotheses are 
related to the questions. 
Step 9. Coded each question to facilitate data 
collection and statistical analysis. 
Step 10. Pilot tested the instrument. 
Step 11. Revised the instrument as necessary based on 
the results of the pilot test. 
Step 12. Statistically analyzed the data obtained. 
The purpose of the questionnaire was to determine the 
current role of community education in educational reform. 
The questionnaire was sent to randomly selected community 
school educators. Each questionnaire was completed 
voluntarily and then returned to the researcher in a pre¬ 
addressed envelope provided for that purpose. 
This instrument was validated for face validity by an 
expert panel of community educators prior to its use for 
this study. This pre-testing, along with interviews with 
several respondents, enabled the researcher to make changes 
to clarify items, to include or delete some material, and to 
ensure that the questionnaire can be easily understood. 
This pre-testing would help to ensure that responses were 
based on questions which were easy to understand and were 
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not ambiguous. This pre-testing increased the reliability 
and validity of the instrument. 
Data Collection Procedure 
To obtain the information necessary to investigate the 
problem studied, questionnaires were sent to community 
educators nationwide. The membership directory of the NCEA 
was used to randomly select 500 participants to whom surveys 
were mailed. 
Respondents were informed that their survey results 
would be used to collect information on the current programs 
offered by community schools and the interaction between 
community schools and reforms in the public schools. A 
self-addressed envelope was provided so that completed 
questionnaires could be returned to the researcher. 
Respondents were assured that individual responses would not 
be used and that only group data would be reported. 
Statistical Applications 
Questionnaires were coded to facilitate data analysis. 
Computerized statistical analysis was used to interpret data 
results. A level of significance of at least .05 was used 
to determine whether to accept or reject the hypotheses. 
The questionnaire data were analyzed using Pearson's 
correlational analysis and analysis of variance. 
Summary 
This chapter presented a description of the research 
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methods and procedures used in conducting this descriptive 
study. It also included a description of the population, 
sampling procedures, and methods of data collection. In 
addition, this chapter provided a discussion of the 
instruments and measures used in this research project. 
Finally, an explanation of procedures for data analysis was 
discussed. An analysis of the data obtained from this 
research is discussed in Chapter Five. 
CHAPTER FIVE. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this study was to determine the nature 
and extent of community education participation in 
educational reform. This chapter presents the statistical 
analysis of data addressing the hypotheses and research 
questions posed by this study. Data for this study were 
obtained from active members of the National Community 
Education Association (NCEA) who completed a questionnaire 
distributed by the researcher. The questionnaire (Appendix 
A) contained 50 questions and was sent to approximately 500 
NCEA members who were randomly selected from the total 
active NCEA membership. Of the surveys mailed to active 
NCEA members, a total of 350 were returned, with 200 
responses received from the initial mailing and an 
additional 150 received after a follow-up letter was sent. 
The survey, which was divided into four parts - demographic 
data, extent of participation in educational reform, extent 
of interest in educational reform, and extent of knowledge 
of educational reform -- provided data relating to the 
following research questions: 
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1. To what extent were community school educators 
knowledgeable about school reform activities? 
2. To what extent were community school educators 
interested in school reform activities? 
3. To what extent had community school educators 
participated in school reform activities? 
4. Did community educators differ in the nature of 
their participation in school reform activities? 
5. What was the effect of demographic factors on 
participation in school reform activities? 
Specifically, what effect did administrators 
experience and background, the characteristics of 
the community, the location of the school, and 
the characteristics of the school have on 
community school education involvement in school 
reform activities? 
Presentation of Findings 
As part of the data collection process, the survey 
contained a section requesting demographic information from 
the respondents. Demographic information was a vital part 
of this study since the various characteristics of the 
school community and its administrators served as 
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moderating variables as well as provided insight into the 
characteristics of the people responding to the survey. 
Table 1 gives the number and percentage of respondents 
for each of the variables in terms of specified categories. 
Years of experience as a community school administrator, 
age, gender, highest degree level, position, school type, 
school location, percentage of students on assisted lunch, 
and percentage of minority students are the demographic 
variables under consideration. 
TABLE 1 
DEMOGRAPHICS OF SAMPLE 
(Number and Percentage of Respondents) 
VARIABLE 
■Community School Administrator Number Percent 
1-5 Years 79 22.6 
6-10 Years 48 13.7 
11 - 15 Years 45 12.9 
16 - 20 Years 52 14.9 
21 - 25 Years 118 33.7 
No Response 8 2.3 
Total 350 100.0 
Percent 
20 - 29 10 2.9 
30 - 39 21 6.0 
40 - 49 92 26.3 
50 - 59 148 42.3 
60 + 77 22.0 
No Response 2 0.6 
Total 350 100.0 
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VARIABLE 
C. Gender '• Number Percent 
Female 176 50.3 
Male 173 49.4 
No Response 1 0.3 
Total 350 100.0 
Percent 
High School Diploma 9 2.6 
Bachelors Degree 63 18.0 
Masters Degree 119 34.0 
Specialist 49 14.0 
Doctorate 110 31.4 
No Response 0 0.0 
Total 350 100.0 
• : ■BBH 
Local Site Administrator 80 22.9 
District Administrator 147 42.0 
State Administrator 4 1.1 
Higher Education 29 8.3 
Other 90 25.7 
No Response 0 0.0 
Total 350 100.0 
Number —HIT 
Elementary Level 35 10.0 
Middle School 22 6.3 
High School 44 12.6 
Other 222 63.4 
No Response 27 7.7 






































Table 1A indicates that about one-third (33.7 percent) 
of the respondents had a high level of seniority (21-25 
years of experience as a community school administrator). 
The second highest percentage (22.6), however, was for the 
range representing the lowest level of seniority (1-5 
years). The percentages for the remaining three groups 
ranged very narrowly from 12.9 for the group with 11-15 
years of experience to 14.9 for the 16-20 year group. 
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Table IB shows that the respondents were heavily- 
concentrated (42.3 percent) in the 50-59 year age group. 
The 40-49 and 60+ age groups were represented by 26.3 and 
22.0 percent of the respondents respectively. Thus, over 
90 percent of the respondents were at least 40 years old. 
The respondents were approximately evenly distributed 
by gender as indicated by the percentages of 50.3 for 
females and 49.4 for males. One respondent (0.3 percent) 
of the total of 350 did not provide a gender. 
It can be seen from Table ID that the educational 
attainment of the community school educators was 
predominantly (79.4 percent) at a Masters Degree level or 
higher. A total of 31.4 percent, reportedly, had a 
Doctorate Degree. 
Table IE gives the number and percentage of 
respondents by position. Most were either Local Site 
Administrators (22.9 percent) or District Administrators 
(42.0 percent). Slightly over one-fourth (25.7 percent) of 
the respondents indicated "Other" as their position. This 
occurred because personnel serving as community school 
administrators often serve multiple roles or have job 
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functions that do not clearly correspond to the job 
positions listed as possible responses on the survey. 
Table IF presents the number and percentage of 
respondents by school type. Most (63.4 percent) did not 
indicate an elementary, middle, or high school choice, but 
instead chose "Other." This is because most community 
school administrators serve school systems that are not 
uniquely elementary, middle, or high, but contain schools 
that represent some combination of these choices. For 
instance, many school systems have schools that serve 
grades K-12, K-8 or 6-12. In these cases, none of the 
choices listed on the survey would apply and the 
respondents' school types would appropriately be described 
as "Other." 
Table 1G indicates that most (40.3 percent) of the 
respondents were from rural school settings. However, 
there was substantial representation for each school 
location as 22.9 percent reportedly were from urban school 
districts and 28.3 percent were from suburban districts. 
Table 1H indicates that the respondents were 
approximately evenly distributed across the categories 
representing the percentage of students on assisted 
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lunches. The percentages varied from 20.9 for the 76-100 
percent range to 25.7 for the 0-25 percent range. 
The highest percentage (44.9) of respondents were from 
school systems with a representation of minority students 
in the 0-25 percent range as shown in Table II. There was 
a variation of from 12.9 to 19.4 percent for the remaining 
choices. Six percent of the respondents did not indicate a 
choice in regard to the makeup of the minority students in 
their systems. 
The Community Education Participation in School Reform 
Activities Survey was used to obtain responses from the 
sample of community school administrators. The survey 
consisted of four major parts. Part I consisted of the 
demographic data, while Parts II, III, and IV elicited 
responses pertaining to community school reform activities. 
These parts were: 
Part II: Extent of Participation 
Part III: Extent of Interest 
Part IV: Extent of Knowledge 
The questions included in this survey served to answer 
the research questions of this project, namely the extent 
of knowledge, interest, and participation of community 
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educators in school reform activities. These were measured 
by the nature or type of participation of the community 
school educators in school reform activities. 
Under each of these parts, 40 items (number 11 through 
50) pertaining to community school reform activities were 
listed. The responses formed a Likert-type scale ranging 
from one (1) to four (4). The lowest point (1) on the 
scale always represented "No" (participation, interest, or 
knowledge for Parts II, III, and IV, respectively); 2 
represented "Little"; 3 represented "Some"; and 4 
represented "Great." Listed below is a key to the survey 
responses shown in Appendix C: 
1.00 - 1.49 No participation, knowledge or interest 
1.50 - 2.49 Little participation, knowledge or interest 
2.50 - 3.49 Some participation, knowledge or interest 
3.50 - 4.00 Great participation, knowledge or interest 
The survey items describing the various community school 
activities were worded in parallel fashion, thus the same 
numbers corresponded to identical activities for each 
question. 
Appendix C lists the survey items along with the 
number and percentage of respondents indicating each of the 
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choices of responses offered. The items are listed under 
each part in the same order as they appear on the survey. 
From this item analysis, one can obtain an indication of 
the community school administrator's perceptions of the 
activities. 
Table 2 provides a summary of the responses to the 
survey which groups those items into constructs. As noted 
in Appendix C, the configuration of these constructs was 
parallel for each of the three parts. For instance, the 
construct described as "Youth Development" was represented 
under each part by items 11 through 20. Table 2 gives the 




SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION PARTICIPATION IN 




Number N Mean SD 
Participation Youth Development 11-20 344 3.057 0.519 
Family Support and Education 21-30 345 2.954 0.636 
Lifelong Learning 31-40 345 2.753 0.817 
Community Collaboration 41-50 346 2.962 0.624 
Participation Total 11-50 346 2.936 0.540 
Interest Youth Development 11-20 348 3.515 0.491 
Family Support and Education 21-30 347 3.413 0.569 
Lifelong Learning 31-40 347 3.265 0.754 
Community Collaboration 41-50 346 3.368 0.578 
Interest Total 11-50 348 3.390 0.520 
Knowledge Youth Development 11-20 345 3.161 0.487 
Family Support and Education 21-30 342 3.082 0.559 
Lifelong Learning 31-40 345 2.886 0.721 
Community Collaboration 41-50 345 3.058 0.586 
Knowledge Total 11-50 345 3.048 0.509 
From Table 2, it can be seen that the means for the 
items measuring participation in school reform activities 
ranged from 2.753 for Lifelong Learning to 3.057 for Youth 
Development, a difference of .304. Interest in school 
reform activities ranged from 3.265 for Lifelong Learning 
to 3.515 for Youth Development, a difference of .250, while 
knowledge of school reform activities ranged from 2.886 for 
Lifelong Learning to 3.161 for Youth Development, a 
difference of .275. Overall, there was very little obvious 
difference in the means scores for each variable which 
indicates that a respondent's level of participation, 
interest, and knowledge was very similar for all programs 
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Youth Development, Family Support and Education, Lifelong 
Learning, and Community Collaboration, offered through 
community schools. These results further show that 
respondents participated in and had an interest and 
knowledge of Youth Development programs more than any of 
the other type programs with their participation in and 
interest and knowledge of Lifelong Learning programs being 
the smallest of the four subsets of programs. 
The standard deviation provides a measure of variation 
of the responses. The highest variation was for the 
Participation responses (0.540) and the lowest was for the 
Knowledge responses (0.509). There was greater variation 
among responses on questions dealing with participation in 
school reform activities than on questions dealing with 
interest in or knowledge of such activities. 
The constructs making up each of the three general 
parts of the survey, as well as the parts themselves, 
formed the independent variables of this study. All 
hypotheses involved some statistical comparisons based on 
the independent variables. All hypotheses were tested to 
the .05 level of significance. Hypotheses that were 
significant to the more definitive.01 level of significance 
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were noted. Data pertaining to the testing of the 
hypotheses are presented in tabular and narrative form. 
The testing of several of the hypotheses covered in 
this study involved examining the relationship between 
pairs of variables. One of the most common ways of 
determining the strength of this relationship is by the 
computation of the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 
Coefficient. This statistic was computed by the use of 
procedures incorporated in the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences, Version X (SPSS-X). This software was 
applied to the survey data. 
Table 3 provides the correlation coefficients between 
the three variables of the survey. Relationships that are 
statistically significant are indicated by the use of the 
asterisk notation. Information from this table is 




RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VARIABLES OF THE SCHOOL REFORM SURVEY 
(N=350) 
Survey Variables 
Participation Interest Knowledge 
Participation 0.5779* 0.6529* 
Interest 0.6229* 
Knowledge -- 
♦Indicates significance to the .01 level. 
Hypothesis 1 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
extent of community educators' knowledge of school 
reform and participation in school reform activities. 
The testing of Hypothesis 1 involved examining the 
relationship between the variables, "Knowledge" and 
"Participation," details of which are displayed in Appendix 
C and Table 2. From Table 3, it can be seen that the 
correlation between Knowledge and Participation is 0.6529 
which was statistically significant to the .01 level. 
Thus, Hypothesis 1 was rejected at the .01 level. There 
was a significant relationship between the extent of 
community educators' knowledge of school reform activities 
and participation in school reform activities. The more 
knowledgeable about school reform activities, the more 
likely one is to participate in such activities. This 
hypothesis was therefore rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
extent of interest of community school educators in 
school reform and participation in school reform 
activities. 
From Table 3, the correlation between Interest and 
Participation is 0.5779. With 348 degrees of freedom, thi 
correlation was significant at the .01 level. Thus, 
Hypothesis 2 was rejected. There was a significant 
relationship between the interest of community school 
educators in school reform activities and participation in 
such activities. The more interest expressed in school 
reform activities, the more likely was one to participate 
in such activities. 
Hypothesis 3 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
extent of interest of community school educators in 
school reform and the knowledge of school reform 
activities. 
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The relationship between the interest of community 
school educators in school reform and their extent of 
knowledge was determined by the correlation between 
Interest and Knowledge given in Table 3. From this table, 
it can be seen that the correlation coefficient was 0.6229, 
which was significant at the .01 level. Thus Hypothesis 3 
was rejected. There was a significant relationship between 
the interest of community school educators in school reform 
activities and their knowledge of school reform activities. 
The more reported interest in school reform activities of 
those surveyed, greater was the reported knowledge about 
such activities. 
Hypothesis 4 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
extent of knowledge by community school educators 
about school reform and the nature of participation in 
school reform activities. 
The extent of knowledge, to which Hypothesis 4 
referred, was the composite of the items appearing on Part 
IV of the survey. Descriptive statistics for the extent of 
knowledge were those associated with "Knowledge" in 
Appendix C and Table 2. An investigation of the nature of 
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participation involved an analysis of the components of the 
items appearing on Part I of the survey. These components 
were developed by grouping the participation items into 
constructs. The configuration of these constructs, along 
with the corresponding descriptive statistics, was given in 
Appendix C and Table 2. 
To directly address Hypothesis 4, differences were 
calculated between the extent of knowledge and each of the 
constructs of participation in school reform activity. In 
Table 4, the differences of 0.4793, 0.4902, 0.5745, and 
0.5955 between the extent of knowledge and the constructs 
Youth Development, Family Support and Education, Lifelong 
Learning, and Community Collaboration, respectively, were 
all statistically significant at the .01 level. Thus, 
Hypothesis 4 was rejected. There was a significant 
relationship between the extent of knowledge by community 
school educators about school reform activities and the 
nature of participation in such activities. 
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TABLE 4 
DIFFERENCES IN THE NATURE OF PARTICIPATION 
(N=350) 
Participation Variables 
Constructs Participation Interest Knowledge 
Youth Development 0.8005* 0.4651* 0.4793* 
Family Support 0.8228* 0.4808* 0.4902* 
Lifelong Learning 0.8369* 0.4459* 0.5745* 
Community 
Collaboration 
0.8544* 0.5157* 0.5955* 
♦Indicates significance to the .01 level. 
Hypothesis 5 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
interest of community school educators in school 
reform and the nature of participation in school 
reform activities. 
The interest of community school educators in school 
reform was represented by a composite of items appearing on 
Part III of the survey. The nature of participation in 
school reform referred to the same constructs from 
Hypothesis 4. The correlations used to measure the 
relationship described in Hypothesis 5 were given in Table 
4. All of these correlations were significant to the .01 
level. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was rejected. There was a 
significant relationship between the interest of community 
school educators in school reform and the nature of 
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participation in school reform activities. The greater the 
reported interest in school reform, the greater the 
reported participation in such activities. 
Hypothesis 6 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
academic background of community school administrators 
and their participation in school reform activities. 
Information pertaining to the academic background of 
community school administrators was obtained by a survey 
item asking the respondents to indicate their highest 
degree level. The choices were High School Diploma, 
Bachelor's, Masters, Specialist, and Doctorate. In order 
to compute the required correlation coefficient, these 
choices were quantified by assigning the successive numbers 
from one (1) to five (5), in order, from the lowest degree 
level to the highest. 
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TABLE 5 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTS OF THE SCHOOL REFORM CONSTRUCTS 




Participation Interest Knowledge 
Academic Background 0.2559* 0.2452* 0.3328* 
Administrative 
Experience 
0.3597* 0.1754* 0.3309* 
Socioeconomic Status 0.1061 0.2093* 0.0842 
School Minority 
Composition 
0.2214* 0.1684* 0.1443* 
*Indicates significance to the .01 level. 
Table 5 contains the differences between the variables 
of the survey and each of the demographic variables. This 
table indicated that the difference between participation 
and respondents' academic background was 0.2559. This 
value was significant at the .01 level. The positive value 
of the difference indicated that there was a tendency for 
the extent of participation in community school reform 
activities to increase as the educational level of the 
respondents increased. Thus, Hypothesis 6 was rejected. 
There was a significant relationship between the academic 
background of community school administrators and the 
extent of their participation in school reform. The higher 
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the academic background, the greater the extent of 
participation in school reform activities. 
Hypothesis 7 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
administrative experience of community school 
administrators and participation in school reform 
activities. 
Respondents were asked to provide their number of 
years experience as community school administrators by the 
appropriate choice from among the ranges 1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 
16-20, and 21-25 years. Numbers from one (1) to five (5) 
were assigned to these ranges in the same respective order 
and a correlation coefficient computed between the 
resulting set of numerical data and the extent of 
participation. As shown in Table 5, the correlation 
coefficient, thus computed, was 0.3597. This correlation 
was significant at the .01 level. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was 
rejected. There was a significant relationship between the 
administrative experience of community school 
administrators and the extent of participation in school 
reform activities. The more experience the community 
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school administrators had, the greater their participation 
in school reform activities. 
Hypothesis 8 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
socioeconomic status of the student body of the 
community school and the participation by the 
community school administrator in school reform 
activities. 
The survey item pertaining to the socioeconomic status 
of the student body asked respondents to indicate the 
percentage of students on assisted lunch. The choices 
provided were 0-25%, 26-50%, 51-75%, and 76-100%. Numbers 
from one (1) to four (4) were assigned to these respective 
ranges. This permitted the computation of a correlation 
coefficient between these resulting numerical values and 
the extent of participation represented by a composite of 
the items contained in Part II of the survey. As shown in 
Table 5, this correlation was 0.1061, which was not 
significant at the .05 level. Thus, Hypothesis 8 was 
accepted. There is no significant relationship between the 
socioeconomic status of the student body of the community 
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school and the extent of participation by the community 
school administrator in school reform activities. 
Hypothesis 9 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
minority composition of the community school and the 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
The choices offered by the survey item pertaining to 
the percentage of minority students were 0-25%, 26-50%, 51- 
75%, and 76-100%. Numbers from one (1) to four (4) were 
assigned to these ranges in the same order. The 
correlation between the resulting data and the extent of 
participation was then computed in the usual fashion. The 
resulting correlation was 0.2214 which was significant at 
the .01 level. Thus, Hypothesis 9 was rejected. There was 
a significant relationship between the minority composition 
of the community school and the extent of participation by 
the community school administrator in school reform 
activities. The positive value of the correlation 
coefficient indicated that there was a tendency for 
participation to increase as the percentage of minority 
students increases. 
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Hypothesis 10 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
socioeconomic status of the student body of the 
community school and the extent of interest of the 
community school administrator in school reform 
activities. 
Table 5 gives the differences between the extent of 
interest in school reform and the socioeconomic status of 
the community. The extent of interest was represented by 
the composite of items appearing on Part II of the survey. 
The socioeconomic status of the student body of the 
community school was represented, as in Hypothesis 8, by 
the numerically coded responses to the survey item asking 
about the percentage of students on assisted lunch. 
The difference between the extent of interest and 
socioeconomic status, as given in Table 5, was 0.2093. 
This difference was significant at the .01 level. Thus, 
Hypothesis 10 was rejected. There was a significant 
relationship between the socioeconomic status of the 
student body of the community school and the extent of 
interest of the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. The positive value of the correlation 
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coefficient indicated that there was a tendency for the 
extent of interest to increase as the percentage of 
students on assisted lunch increased. 
Hypothesis 11 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
minority composition of the community school and the 
extent of interest of the community school 
administrator in school reform activities. 
The extent of interest referred to the composite of 
the items appearing in Part II of the survey. As in 
Hypothesis 9, the minority composition of the community 
school was represented by the numerically codified 
responses to the demographic survey item asking respondents 
to give the percentage of minority students at their 
schools. 
As indicated in Table 5, the difference between the 
extent of interest and percentage of minority students was 
0.1684. This correlation was significant at the .01 level. 
Thus, Hypothesis 11 was rejected. There was a significant 
relationship between the minority composition of the 
community school and the extent of interest of the 
community school administrator in school reform activities. 
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The positive value of the correlation coefficient indicated 
that there was a tendency for the extent of interest to 
increase as the percentage of minority students increased. 
Hypothesis 12 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
location of the community school and the extent of 
interest of the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
Respondents identified their school location by a 
demographic survey item which offered "Urban," "Suburban," 
and "Rural" as choices. The testing of Hypothesis 12 
required a comparison among these three choices of the 
extent of interest of the community school administrators 
in school reform activities. Table 6 gives the results of 




COMPARISON OF THE EXTENT OF INTEREST OF COMMUNITY SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATORS BY SCHOOL LOCATION 
School Location N Mean SD 
F-Ratio 
(D.F.=2/312) 
Urban 78 3.2078 0.4122 7.1188* 
Suburban 98 3.0340 0.5506 
Rural 139 2.9475 0.4796 
*Indicates significance to the .01 level. 
Given in Table 6 are the number of respondents (N), 
means, and standard deviations (SD) for the urban, 
suburban, and rural schools. Also given is the F-Ratio 
which was used to determine if there was a statistically 
significant difference among the means for the urban, 
suburban, and rural schools. 
The information in Table 6 indicated the highest mean 
for extent of interest was the 3.2078 for the 78 urban 
school respondents; the lowest was the 2.9475 for the 139 
respondents from rural settings. The F-Ratio of 7.1188 
with two degrees of freedom (D.F.) between groups, and 312 
D.F. within groups, was significant at the .01 level. 
Thus, Hypothesis 12 was rejected. There was a significant 
relationship between the location of the community school 
and the extent of interest of the community school 
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administrator in school reform. As a follow-up, the 
Scheffe Procedure was applied to determine the groups which 
differed significantly. This analysis detected a 
statistically significant difference between the urban and 
rural schools, but no difference between any of the other 
pairs of school settings. 
Hypothesis 13 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
location of the community school and the extent of 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
Table 7 gives the results of the ANOVA used to test 
this hypothesis. The highest mean for the extent of 
participation was the 3.0244 for the respondents from urban 
school settings, while the lowest was the 2.8659 for the 
rural schools. Although there was a mathematical 
difference among the means representing the extent of 
participation for the school settings, there was no 
statistical significance. The F-Ratio of 2.2398 with 2 and 
313 D.F. was not significant at the .05 level. Hypothesis 
13 was accepted. There was no significant relationship 
between the location of the community school and the extent 
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of participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform. 
TABLE 7 
COMPARISON OF THE EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION OF COMMUNITY 
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS BY SCHOOL LOCATION 
School Location N Mean SD 
F-Ratio 
(D.F.=2/313) 
Urban 79 3.0244 0.5641 2.2398 
Suburban 98 2.9346 0.5419 
Rural 139 2.8659 0.5084 
Hypothesis 14 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
school type of the community school and the extent of 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
This hypothesis required a comparison of the extent of 
participation of community school administrators by school 
type. One of the demographic items on the survey requested 
that the respondents identify the school type with which 
they are associated. The possible responses given were 
"Elementary," "Middle," or "High." However, many of the 
respondents were associated with a school type that is not 
uniquely identified as one of these choices. For instance, 
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respondents working in schools with grades kindergarten 
through seven, junior high grades seven through nine, or 
other possible grade spans could not be described by one of 
the survey choices. Thus, in order to include these 
responses in the testing of this hypothesis, another 
category designated as "Other" was included. This category 
was included in Table 8 which gives the statistics 
associated with the testing of this hypothesis. 
The means in Table 8 indicated that the highest extent 
of participation was for community school administrators in 
high schools. The lowest extent of participation was for 
the middle schools. This was shown by the means of 3.0833 
and 2.4866 for the high and middle schools, respectively. 
The F-Ratio of 8.3136 with 3 and 316 D.F. was significant 
at the .01 level. Thus, Hypothesis 14 was rejected. There 
was a significant relationship between the type of 
community school and the extent of participation by the 
community school administrator in school reform activities. 
The Scheffe Analysis indicated that the overall significant 
difference could be attributed jointly to the differences 
between the middle and the "other" grade configurations, 
and the middle and high schools. 
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TABLE 8 
COMPARISON OF THE EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION OF COMMUNITY 
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS BY SCHOOL TYPE 
School Type N Mean SD 
F-Ratio 
(D.F.=3/316) 
Elementary 35 2.7769 0.5104 
Middle 22 2.4866 0.6722 
High 43 3.0833 0.5045 8.3136* 
Other 220 2.9865 0.5113 
*Indicates significance to the .01 level. 
Hypothesis 15 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant relationship between the 
school type of the community school and the extent of 
interest of the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
Table 9 gives the results of the ANOVA used to test 
this hypothesis. It can be seen from this table that the 
means, giving the extent of interest for the school types, 
ranged only from a low of 3.3022 for the middle schools to 
3.4322 for the high school. The relatively small variation 
in these means was indicated by the F-Ratio of 1.2160 
which, for 3 and 317 D.F., was not significant at the .05 
level. Thus Hypothesis 15 was accepted. There was no 
significant relationship between the school type of the 
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community school and the extent of interest of the 
community school administrator in school reform. 
TABLE 9 
COMPARISON OF THE EXTENT OF INTEREST OF COMMUNITY SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATORS BY SCHOOL TYPE 
School Type N Mean SD 
F-Ratio 
(D.F.=3/317) 
Elementary 34 3.3798 0.5250 
Middle 22 3.3022 0.6987 1.2160 
High 44 3.4322 0.6007 
Hypothesis 16 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant difference between male and 
female community school administrators in the extent 
of participation in school reform activities. 
The testing of this hypothesis involved a comparison 
between male and female community school administrators in 
their responses to Part II of the survey. As in the 
testing of previous hypotheses, an overall composite (mean) 
score was computed across all 40 questions pertaining to 
extent of participation. The mean scores for males and 
females were then compared. 
Table 10 gives the results of the t-test performed to 
test Hypothesis 16. Given in this table are the means for 
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extent of participation for the male and female community 
school administrators, along with other statistics. The 
t-value of 2.14 was significant at the .05 level. Thus 
Hypothesis 16 was rejected. 
TABLE 10 
COMPARISON BETWEEN MALE AND FEMALE COMMUNITY SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATORS ON THEIR EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION 
Gender N Mean S.D. 
T-Value 
(D.F.=342) 
Male 172 2.999 0.532 2.14* 
Female 173 2.975 0.543 
*Indicates significance to the .05 level. 
There was a significant difference between male and 
female community school administrators in the extent of 
participation in school reform activities. The higher, 
more favorable mean was recorded by the males. 
Hypothesis 17 was stated as follows: 
There is no significant difference between male and 
female community school administrators in the extent 
of interest in school reform activities. 
The extent of interest of community school 
administrators in school reform activities was measured by 
their responses to the forty items appearing in Part III of 
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the survey. The mean of the Likert scale items served as 
the basis for comparison in this hypothesis. 
Table 11 gives the statistics associated with the t- 
test used to perform the comparison involved in this 
hypothesis. The mean for the 172 male respondents was 
3.373 as compared to 3.411 for the 175 female respondents. 
The resulting t-value, with 345 degrees of freedom, was 
0.69. This value was not significant at the .05 level, 
thus Hypothesis 17 was accepted. 
TABLE 11 
COMPARISON BETWEEN MALE AND FEMALE COMMUNITY SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATORS ON THEIR EXTENT OF INTEREST 
Gender N Mean S.D. 
T-Value 
(D.F.=345) 
Male 172 3.373 0.542 0.69 
Female 175 3.411 0.497 
There was no significant relationship between male and 
female community school administrators in the extent of 
interest in school reform activities. 
Hypothesis 18 was stated as follows: 
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There is no significant relationship in the extent of 
participation in school reform activities among the 
positions of community school administrators. 
The testing of this hypothesis consisted of a 
comparison of means computed over the 40 items appearing in 
Part II of the survey. The four means of Participation, 
one for each of the four job positions, appear in Table 12, 
along with other related statistics. It should be noted 
that the survey item asking respondents to indicate their 
job position contained the choice "State Administrator." 
However, only four respondents indicated this choice. This 
number of responses was too small to be validly included in 
the testing of this hypothesis. Thus, the testing of 
Hypothesis 18 involved only four job positions. 
Table 12 provides the data used to perform the ANOVA 
to test Hypothesis 18. The means range from 2.772 for 
"Local Site Administrators" to 3.081 for the job category 
designated as "Other." The F-ratio of 4.984 with three 
(between groups) and 338 (within groups) degrees of freedom 
was significant at the .01 level. Thus, Hypothesis 18 was 
rejected. There was a significant difference in the extent 
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of participation in school reform activities among the 
various job positions. 
TABLE 12 
COMPARISON OF EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION AMONG JOB POSITIONS 
OF COMMUNITY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 





80 2.772 0.635 
District 
Administrator 146 2.915 0.473 4.984** 
Higher Education 27 3.009 0.521 
Other 89 3.081 0.515 
**Indicates significance to the .01 level. 
The Scheffe procedure was performed following the 
ANOVA to further investigate the results. This procedure 
found that there was a statistically significant difference 
between "Local Site Administrators" and the category 
designed as "Other." Thus, the overall statistically 
significant difference found in Hypothesis 18 can be 
attributed to the difference between these two job 
positions. The "Local Site Administrators" had the lowest 
overall mean in the extent of participation. 
Hypothesis 19 was stated as follows: 
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There is no significant relationship in the extent of 
interest in school reform activities among the various 
job positions of community school administrators. 
As with Hypothesis 18, the ANOVA was performed to test 
for differences in means among four job positions of 
community school administrators. The job position 
designated as "State Administrator" was omitted due to the 
low number (4) of respondents. The means were computed for 
the 40 items comprising Part III (Extent of Interest) of 
the survey. 
Table 13 gives the statistics pertaining to results of 
this ANOVA. The means ranged from 3.29 for "District 
Administrator" to 3.628 for the job category designed as 
"Higher Education." The F-ratio of 5.967 (with 3 and 340 
degrees of freedom for "between groups" and "within 
groups," respectively) was significant to the .01 level. 
Thus, Hypothesis 19 was rejected. There was a significant 
difference in the extent of interest in school reform 




COMPARISON OF EXTENT OF INTEREST AMONG JOB POSITIONS OF 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 





80 3.328 0.617 
District 
Administrator 146 3.296 0.422 5.967** 
Higher Education 29 3.628 0.410 
Other 89 3.516 0.561 
**Indicates significance to the .01 level. 
An application of the Scheffe procedure following the 
ANOVA indicated the overall statistical significance found 
in this hypothesis can be attributed to the difference 
between "District Administrator" and the category 
designated as "Higher Education," and between "District 
Administrator" and the category designed as "Other." 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine what 
factors impact the interest, knowledge, and participation 
of community school educators in educational reform. This 
study looked at how certain demographic variables impacted 
community school educators' knowledge, interest and 
participation in educational reform. Those variables 
included years of experience as a community school 
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administrator, age, gender, educational level, academic 
position, type of school, school location, socioeconomic 
status of the school's student body, and percentage of 
minority students within the school. 
In this chapter, data from the Community Education 
Participation in School Reform Activities Survey were 
presented, described and analyzed. Nineteen research 
hypotheses were tested based on this data and the results 
reported. Of the nineteen hypotheses, four were accepted 
while the remaining were rejected. 
The results of the statistical analysis found the 
following : 
1. There was a significant relationship between the 
extent of community educators' knowledge of and interest in 
school reform and the extent of their participation in 
school reform activities. 
2. There was a significant relationship between the 
interest of community school educators in school reform and 
the extent of their knowledge of and participation in 
school reform activities. 
3. There was a significant relationship between the 
extent of knowledge by community school educators about and 
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interest in school reform and the nature of participation 
in school reform activities. 
4. There was a significant relationship between the 
academic background and the administrative experience of 
community school administrators and the extent of their 
participation in school reform activities. 
5. There was a significant relationship between the 
minority composition of the community school and the extent 
of participation by the community school administrator in 
educational reform activities. 
6. There was a significant relationship between the 
socioeconomic status and the minority composition of the 
student body of the community school and the extent of 
interest of the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. 
7. There was a significant relationship between the 
location and type of the community school and the extent of 
interest of the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. 
8. There was a significant difference between male 
and female community school administrators in the extent of 
participation in school reform activities. 
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9. There was a significant difference in the extent 
of participation and interest in school reform activities 
among the positions of community school administrators. 
No significant relationship was found between the 
socioeconomic status of the student body or the location of 
the community school and the extent of participation by the 
community school administrator in school reform. Nor was 
there a significant relationship between the school type of 
the community school and the extent of interest of the 
community school administrator in school reform. Finally, 
there was no statistically significant difference found 
between male and female school administrators in the extent 
of their interest in school reform activities. 
CHAPTER SIX. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter provides a summary of the research 
findings, states conclusions drawn from the results, 
discusses the implications of these findings, and finally 
offers recommendations based on the results of this 
research. 
The purpose of this study was to determine the nature 
and extent of participation and interest in, and knowledge 
of educational reform activities by community school 
educators. This was a descriptive study which used The 
Community Education Participation in School Reform 
Activities Survey to gather data from members of the 
National Community Education Association (NCEA). 
Approximately 500 NCEA were contacted by mail and asked to 
complete this survey. Of those contacted, 350 surveys were 
returned and provided the data to address the following 
research questions : 
1. To what extent were community school educators 
knowledgeable about school reform activities? 
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2. To what extent were community school educators 
interested in school reform activities? 
3. To what extent had community school educators 
participated in school reform activities? 
4. Did community school educators differ in the 
nature of their participation in school reform 
activities? 
5. What was the effect of demographic factors on 
participation in school reform activities? 
Specifically, what effect did administrators 
experience and background, the characteristics of 
the community, the location of the school, and 
the characteristics of the school have on 
community school education involvement in school 
reform activities? 
Summary of Findings 
Nineteen hypotheses were developed to test the 
research questions. Data derived from the responses to the 
survey questionnaires were analyzed and presented in the 
previous chapter. A summary of the findings follows: 
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant relationship between 
the extent of community educators' knowledge 
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of school reform and participation in school 
reform activities. 
A significant difference at the .01 level was found 
between the extent of community educators' knowledge of 
school reform activities and participation in such 
activities. This hypothesis was rejected because the 
research found that there was a significant relationship 
between community school educators' knowledge of school 
reform activities and participation in such activities. 
Hypothesis 2 : There is no significant relationship between 
the interest of community school educators 
in school reform and participation in school 
reform activities. 
An analysis of the survey data found a statistically 
significant difference at the .01 level between interest of 
community school educators in school reform and 
participation in school reform activities. Because there 
was a significant relationship between the interest of 
community school educators in school reform activities and 
participation in such activities, Hypothesis 2 was 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 3 : There is no significant relationship between 
the extent of interest of community school 
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educators in school reform and the knowledge 
of school reform activities. 
Data showed a significant difference between the 
interest of community school educators in school reform 
activities and their knowledge of school reform activities. 
This difference was significant at the .01 level; therefore 
Hypothesis 3 was rejected. The interest of community 
school educators in school reform activities was 
significantly related to their knowledge of such 
activities. 
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relationship between 
the extent of knowledge by community school 
educators about school reform and nature of 
participation in school reform activities. 
An analysis of the data found a significant 
relationship (at the .01 level) between the extent of 
knowledge by community school educators about school reform 
and nature of participation in school reform activities. 
Hypothesis 4 was rejected because the relationship between 
the knowledge of community school educators about school 
reform activities and their participation in such 
activities was statistically significant. 
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Hypothesis 5 : There is no significant relationship between 
the interest of community school educators 
in school reform and the nature of 
participation in school reform activities. 
The level of significance of .01 was found for the 
differences between the interest of community school 
educators and the nature of participation in school reform 
activities. This hypothesis was rejected because the 
interest of community school educators in school reform 
activities was significantly related to their participation 
in such activities. 
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant relationship between 
the academic background of community school 
administrators and their participation in 
school reform activities. 
A significant difference at the .01 level was found 
between the academic background of community school 
administrators and their participation in school reform 
activities. Hypothesis 6 was thus rejected. Data showed 
that the more education the community school administrator 
had the more likely they were to participate in school 
reform activities. 
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Hypothesis 7 : There is no significant relationship between 
the administrative experience of community 
school administrators and participation in 
school reform activities. 
Data showed a significant relationship between the 
administrative experience of community school 
administrators and the extent of their participation in 
school reform activities. Hypothesis 7 was rejected. 
Hypothesis 8: There is no significant relationship between 
the socioeconomic status of the student body 
of the community school and participation by 
the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. 
An analysis of the data testing this hypothesis found 
a significance level of less than .05. No significant 
relationship was found between the socioeconomic status of 
the student body of the community school and the extent of 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. Hypothesis 8 was therefore 
accepted. 
Hypothesis 9: There is no significant relationship between 
the minority composition of the community 
school and participation by the community 
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school administrator in school reform 
activities. 
A significance level of .01 was found in analyzing the 
data relevant to this hypothesis. This indicated that 
there is a significant relationship between the minority 
composition of the community school and the extent of 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. Hypothesis 9 therefore is 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 10: There is no significant relationship between 
the socioeconomic status of the student body 
of the community school and the extent of 
interest of the community school 
administrator in school reform activities. 
A significant difference between the socioeconomic 
status of the student body of the community school and the 
extent of interest of the community school administrator in 
school reform activities was found. This relationship was 
significant at the .01 level, so Hypothesis 10 was 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 11: There is no significant relationship between 
the minority composition of the community 
school and the extent of interest of the 
113 
community school administrator in school 
reform activities. 
From the responses to the survey items, a difference 
significant at the .01 level was found between the minority 
composition of the community school and the extent of 
interest of the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. Thus, Hypothesis 11 was rejected. 
Hypothesis 12: There is no significant relationship between 
the location of the community school and the 
extent of interest of the community school 
administrator in school reform activities. 
Data analysis found a significant relationship (at the 
.01 level) between the location of the community school and 
the extent of interest of the community school 
administrator in school reform activities. Hypothesis 12 
was therefore rejected. Data analysis found a 
statistically significant difference between the urban and 
rural schools, but no difference between any of the other 
pairs of school settings. 
Hypothesis 13 : There is no significant relationship between 
the location of the community school and the 
extent of participation by the community 
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school administrator in school reform 
activities. 
An analysis of the data revealed no significant 
difference between the location of the community school and 
the extent of participation by the community school 
administrator in school reform activities. Hypothesis 13 
was accepted because the location of the community school 
and the extent of participation by community school 
administrators in school reform activities were not 
significantly related. 
Hypothesis 14: There is no significant relationship between 
the school type of the community school and 
the extent of participation by the community 
school administrator in school reform 
activities. 
A significant relationship at the .01 level was found 
between the type of community school and the extent of 
participation by the community school administrators in 
school reform activities. Hypothesis 14 was thus rejected. 
Hypothesis 15: There is no significant relationship between 
the school type of the community school and 
the extent of interest of the community 
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school administrator in school reform 
activities. 
No significant relationship was found between the 
school type of the community school and the interest of the 
community school administrator in school reform activities. 
Hypothesis 15 was thus accepted. An analysis of the data 
found no significant relationship between school types 
(elementary, middle, high, other) and the extent of 
interest in school reform activities by the community 
school administrator. 
Hypothesis 16: There is no significant difference between 
male and female community school 
administrators in the extent of 
participation in school reform activities. 
A significant difference at the .05 level was found 
between male and female community school administrators in 
the extent of their participation in school reform 
activities. Hypothesis 16 was rejected. Males respondents 
were found to participate more often in school reform 
activities than did female respondents. 
Hypothesis 17: There is no significant difference between 
male and female community school 
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administrators in the extent of interest in 
school reform activities. 
No significant difference was found between male and 
female community school administrators in the extent of 
interest in school reform activities. Hypothesis 17 was 
therefore accepted because male and female community school 
administrators were not significantly different in the 
extent of their interest in school reform activities. 
Hypothesis 18: There is no significant relationship in the 
extent of participation in school reform 
activities among the positions of community 
school administrators. 
Data analysis revealed a significant relationship at 
the .01 level in the extent of participation in school 
reform activities among the positions of community school 
administrators. Therefore, Hypothesis 18 was rejected. 
Local Site Administrators had the lowest overall mean in 
the extent of participation compared to the District 
Administrator, Higher Education and Other positions. 
Hypothesis 19: There is no significant relationship in the 
extent of interest in school reform 
activities among the various job positions 
of community school administrators. 
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From the survey responses, a significant relationship 
at the .01 level was found between the various job 
positions of community school administrators and the extent 
of one's interest in school reform activities. Thus, this 
hypothesis was rejected because statistically significant 
differences were found between Local Site Administrators, 
District Administrators, Higher Education, and Other in 
terms of their interest in school reform activities. 
Analysis of Findings 
Survey respondents were evenly split between males and 
females (176 females to 173 males), with the majority of 
the respondents being 50+ years of age (64.3%). Additional 
demographic information obtained showed that 33.7% of the 
respondents had at least 21 years of tenure, with the next 
largest group being those with between 1 to 5 years tenure 
(22.6%) . A majority of the respondents had at least a 
Masters Degree (34.0%) or Doctorate Degree (31.4%). Forty- 
two percent of the respondents identified themselves as 
"District Administrators," which was the leading response 
in this category. 
The most frequently identified school type of "Other" 
probably resulted because in many areas community schools 
are not delineated as "Elementary" or "Middle" or "High 
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School" as are the regular schools within the communities. 
Rather, community schools often offer programs to people of 
many ages and are not geared only to a certain age group 
like the typical community public school. 
The number of respondents from rural schools accounted 
for 40.3%, while those from urban schools were 22.9% of the 
respondents, and from suburban schools 28.3%. Responses 
concerning percentage of students on assisted lunch were 
fairly evenly divided, while 44.9% of the respondents 
indicated that their community schools had fewer than 26% 
of minority students. 
The results of this research suggest that many factors 
impact on a community school administrator's participation 
and interest in, and knowledge of school reform activities. 
Of all the variables tested, the results showed: 
• A significant relationship between a community 
school educators' knowledge of and interest in 
school reform activities and their participation in 
such activities. 
• A significant relationship between the interest of 
community school educators in school reform 
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activities and the extent of their knowledge of and 
participation in school reform activities. 
• A significant relationship between the extent of 
knowledge by community school educators about, and 
interest and participation in school reform 
activities. 
• A significant relationship between academic 
background and the administrative experience of 
community school educators and their participation 
in school reform activities. 
• A significant relationship between the minority 
composition of the community school and the extent 
of participation by the community school 
administrator in educational reform activities. 
• A significant relationship between the socioeconomic 
status and minority composition of the student body 
of the community school and the extent of interest 
of the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. 
• A significant relationship between the location and 
type of the community school and the extent of 
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interest of the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. 
• A significant difference between male and female 
community school administrators in the extent of 
participation in school reform activities, with male 
school administrators reportedly participating more 
than female school administrators in such 
activities. 
• A significant relationship in the extent of 
participation and interest in school reform 
activities among the positions of community school 
administrators. 
A review of the data for the various responses showed 
that the means for "Interest" was often higher than the 
means for "Participation" or "Knowledge." This suggested 
that respondents might have an interest in certain types of 
programs but their schools either did not offer those 
programs or they had little knowledge about such programs. 
Knowledge of and interest in school reform activities were 
factors which were significantly related to the level of 
one's participation in such activities. The interplay 
between knowledge, interest, and participation could also 
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be seen in the significant relationship between academic 
background and administrative experience and participation 
in school reform activities. The more degreed and 
experienced the respondent was, the greater the level of 
participation in school reform activities. 
In addition, the socioeconomic and minority status of 
the student population directly impacted the community 
school administrator's interest in school reform 
activities. Interestingly, no significant relationship was 
determined between the socioeconomic status of the student 
body or the location of the community school and 
participation by the community school administrator in 
school reform activities. Community school administrators 
may be interested in providing more programs for students 
because of the needs associated with the status of the 
student body, but participation in such activities may not 
be feasible. For example, schools in poorer areas with a 
student body from a lower socioeconomic level may require 
more programs to meet the needs of their students but 
sufficient resources may not be available to meet those 
needs. 
A further finding from this research was that there 
was no significant relationship between school type of the 
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community school and the extent of interest of the 
community school administrator in school reform activities. 
Because so many respondents (222 or 63.4%) indicated their 
school type as "Other" rather than another choice, it is 
difficult to determine if the lack of statistical 
significance is based on the variables themselves or on 
problems with the demographic categories listed under 
"School Type." 
Additional research may be warranted to further 
understand the relationship between socioeconomic status 
and percentage of minority students and the community 
school administrator's interest in school reform activities 
to determine if factors other than those addressed in the 
survey questionnaire impact on the educator's response. 
Further, because of confusion over the demographic label of 
"School Type" additional research is needed to determine 
the relationship between school type and interest of the 
community school administrator in school reform activities. 
Cano..! .usions 
The following conclusions were drawn from this study: 
1. Community school educators were less knowledgeable 
about school reform activities than they were interested in 
such activities, but they were more knowledgeable about 
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school reform activities than they participated in such 
activities. 
2. Extent of knowledge about school reform activities 
was significantly related to the community school 
administrators academic background and administrative 
experience as well as the school minority composition. 
3. Community school educators across all categories 
of moderating variables expressed a statistically 
significant interest in school reform activities. Interest 
thus was significantly related to the academic background 
and administrative experience of community school educator 
as well as the socioeconomic status and minority 
composition of the school's student body. 
4. Several factors impacted the participation of 
community school educators in school reform activities. 
These included the academic background and administrative 
experience of community school educators as well as the 
minority composition of the school. 
5. "Knowledge," "Interest," and "Participation" were 
closely aligned variables. Community school educators who 
were highly interested in and knowledgeable about school 
reform activities generally participated more in those 
activities. Similarly, more participation in such 
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activities was significantly related with one's knowledge 
of and interest in such activities. 
6. Community school administrators who had higher 
levels of education and were more experienced had a greater 
level of participation in school reform activities. 
7. The socioeconomic status and minority composition 
of the student body were significantly related to the 
extent of the community school administrator's 
participation and interest in educational reform 
activities. 
8. The location of the school impacted on the extent 
of interest of the community school administrator in school 
reform activities. Respondents from urban schools 
expressed a higher degree of interest in school reform 
activities than did those in suburban or rural schools, 
respectively. 
9. Male community school administrators more actively 
participated in school reform activities than did female 
community school administrators, while interest level in 
school reform activities between males and females were not 
statistically different. 
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10. Experience and educational background had 
significant impact on participation by community school 
administrators in school reform activities. 
Implications 
The findings of this study suggest the following 
implications : 
1. Because of the interplay of "Participation," 
"Knowledge," and "Interest," community schools may best 
enhance the educational reform activities which they offer 
by first "educating" the community school administrators 
and staff about such activities. An analysis of the 
research data showed that there were significant 
relationships between the extent of community educators' 
knowledge of and interest in school reform and the nature 
and extent of their participation in school reform 
activities. Thus, by increasing the knowledge of such 
administrators in school reform activities, the extent and 
nature of participation in such activities should also be 
expected to increase. 
2. Similarly, the relationship between educational 
level and level of experience and participation in school 
reform activities suggests that efforts should be made to 
encourage peer coaching among community school educators to 
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enhance the knowledge of such programs across community- 
schools . 
3. High levels of "Interest" associated with low 
levels of "Participation" may result, on the one hand, from 
responses which are given because the respondent 
anticipates that that response is a more positive response 
than saying one is not interested in such a program. On 
the other hand, such responses may indicate that interest 
is high because needs are high but participation is low for 
various other reasons, such as lack of resources to provide 
such activities. Attention needs to be paid to providing 
means for school reform activities in locations where the 
need and interest for such activities is high. 
4. The difference in participation level in school 
reform activities between male and female community school 
administrators may reflect the types of positions within 
the community school held by males and females rather than 
the fact that female community school administrators are 
less interested in school reform. More research in this 
area is necessary to determine what other factors impact 
this difference. 
5. School reform activities might best be earmarked 
for schools that have a high minority composition and a 
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lower socioeconomic status of the student body. Research 
data showed that in schools in which the minority 
composition of the school was larger and in which the 
socioeconomic status of the student body was lower, 
community school administrators were more interested in 
school reform activities. In addition, there was found a 
significant relationship between the minority composition 
of the community school and the extent of participation by 
the community school administrator in educational reform 
activities. There may be a greater need for educational 
reform activities in schools which have a larger minority 
composition and a poorer student body. Therefore such 
community schools might best be served if more resources 
were directed towards them to enable community school 
educators who are interested in educational reform 
activities to offer them for their needed student 
population. 
6. A better method of earmarking resources to various 
community schools may be necessary. It may be that 
interest and/or participation in school reform activities 
are not high in some areas because the need is not as great 
for certain programs as in other areas. Additional 
research may be necessary to establish a closer link 
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between need and interest in school reform activities by- 
community school administrators. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations have resulted from this 
research: 
1. Because the results of this research suggest a 
strong relationship between "Participation," "Knowledge," 
and "Interest," more effort should be made to increase 
community school educators' knowledge of school reform 
activities. This can be accomplished in formal educational 
courses and also through on-the-job mentoring and coaching 
from more experienced community school educators. 
2. Additional research should be conducted to 
determine if the difference between genders found in 
participation level in school reform activities results 
from one's position within a community school or from other 
factors. 
3. Additional research should be conducted to 
determine how best to implement educational reform programs 
that meet the needs of the individual community schools. 
4. Community school educators' training on strategic 
planning and implementation of programs within community 
schools should be periodically reviewed and updated. 
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5. Community school educators should periodically 
perform an analysis of needs to determine what type of 
programs would meet the needs of their student body. 
Summary 
This research study was conducted to determine the 
nature and extent of community educator participation in 
educational reform activities. In addition, this study 
investigated the effects that certain demographic variables 
as well as the experience and educational background of 
community school educators have on the participation of 
community schools in educational reform activities. Four 
specific activities of community schools were focused on - 
youth development, lifelong learning, community 
collaboration, and family supported education. 
The study sample consisted of 350 members of the 
National Community Education Association who responded to a 
survey questionnaire entitled The Community Education 
Pa.rt.icipa.t.i_ori.., iji,_.School Reform. Activities Survey. Nineteen 
hypotheses were tested, with four being accepted and the 
remainder being rejected. 
This chapter summarized the findings of this research 
and provided conclusions based on the findings. In 
adition, the implications of this research and 
recommendations derived from the results were discussed. 
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION PARTICIPATION IN 
SCHOOL REFORM ACTIVITIES 
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INSTRUCTIONS 
The purpose of this study is to determine the Participation of Community Educators in School 
Reform Activities. This instrument consists of four parts and should take approximately 10 
minutes to complete. They are as follows: 
Part I: Demographic Data 
Part II: Extent of Participation 
Part III: Extent of Interest 
Part IV: Extent of Knowledge 
I. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
Directions: Please provide the following information by checking one response in each section. 
1. Years of Experience as 
Community School 
Administrator 
[ ] 1-5 years 
[ ] 6-10 years 
[ ] 11-15 years 
[ ] 16-20 years 
[ ] 21-25 years 
2. Age Range 
[ ] 20-29 
[ ] 30-39 
[ ] 40-49 
[ ] 50-59 
l 1 60+ 
3. Gender 
[ ] Female 
[ ] Male 
4. Highest Degree Level 
[ ] High School Diploma 
[ ] Bachelors 
[ ] Masters 
[ j Specialist 
[ j Doctorate 
5. Position 
[ ] Local Site Administrator 
[ j District Administrator 
[ j State Administrator 
[ j Higher Educator 
[ j Other 
6. School Type 
[ ] Elementary Level 
[ ] Middle School 
[ ] High School 
[ ] Other 
8. What is the percentage 
of students on assisted 
lunch? 
[ ] 0-25% 
[ ] 26-50% 
[ ] 51-75% 
[ ] 76-100% 
9. What is the percentage 
of Minority Students? 
[ ] 0-25% 
[ ] 26-50% 
[ ] 51-75% 
[ ] 76-100% 
10. State Where Located 
7. School Location 
[ ] Urban 
[ ] Suburban 
[ j Rural 
Part II. EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION 
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Ouestion 1: 












































1 2 3 4 
11 Provide opportunities for youth leadership development 11 1 2 3 4 
12 Provide extended recreational opportunities for youth 12 1 2 3 4 
13 Provide career development opportunities for youth 13 1 2 3 4 
14 Provide tutoring services 14 1 2 3 4 
15 Provide mentoring services 15 1 2 3 4 
16 Integrate community resources into the curriculum 16 1 2 3 4 
17 Train parents and others as volunteers 17 1 2 3 4 
18 Provide Drug Free services 18 1 2 3 4 
19 Provide community service opportunities for youth 19 1 2 3 4 
20 Provide problem-solving experiences for youth 20 1 2 3 4 
21 Provide newsletters and other communications between school and 
home 
21 1 2 3 4 
22 Provide parenting skills workshops 22 1 2 3 4 
23 Involve parents in school decision-making activities 23 1 2 3 4 
24 Provide school readiness programs 24 1 2 3 4 
25 Provide before or after school childcare 25 1 2 3 4 
26 Advise parents about their children's curriculum 26 1 2 3 4 
27 Provide family and educational counseling services 27 1 2 3 4 
28 Encourage family volunteer participation in school activities 28 1 2 3 4 
29 Provide information concerning parental role-modeling 29 1 2 3 4 
30 Provide information to parents on drug and alcohol abuse 30 1 2 3 4 
31 Provide adult career development 31 1 2 3 4 
32 Provide adult basic education 32 1 2 3 4 
33 Provide services to promote economic development 33 1 2 3 4 
34 Provide leadership development training for adults 34 1 2 3 4 
35 Provide extended recreational opportunities for adults 35 1 2 3 4 
36 Provide tutoring services for adults 36 1 2 3 4 
37 Provide access to educational resources for adults 37 1 2 3 4 
38 Provide community service opportunities for adults 38 1 2 3 4 
39 Provide opportunities for volunteerism among adults 39 1 2 3 4 
40 Provide job training for adults 40 1 2 3 4 
41 Provide primary health care 41 1 2 3 4 
42 Promote collaboration with community agencies 42 1 2 3 4 
43 Provide referrals to off-site services 43 1 2 3 4 
44 Provide for coordinated youth services 44 1 2 3 4 
45 Establish interagency councils/coaritions 45 1 2 3 4 
46 Facilitate school-business partnerships 46 1 2 3 4 
47 Provide for school-linked health and social services initiatives 47 1 2 3 4 
48 Provide for community service placements 48 1 2 3 4 
49 Facilitate communication between the school and the community 49 1 2 3 4 
50 Provide information on available community services 50 1 2 3 4 
Part III. EXTENT OF INTEREST 
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Ouestion 2: 





































* 1 2 3 4 
11 Provide opportunities for youth leadership development 11 1 2 3 4 
12 Provide extended recreational opportunities for youth 12 1 2 3 4 
13 Provide career development opportunities for youth 13 1 2 3 4 
14 Provide tutoring services 14 1 2 3 4 
15 Provide mentoring services 15 1 2 3 4 
16 Integrate community resources into the curriculum 16 1 2 3 4 
17 Train parents and others as volunteers 17 1 2 3 4 
18 Provide Drug Free services 18 1 2 3 4 
19 Provide community sen/ice opportunities for youth 19 1 2 3 4 
20 Provide problem-solving experiences for youth 20 1 2 3 4 
21 Provide newsletters and other communications between school and 
home 
21 1 2 3 4 
22 Provide parenting skills workshops 22 1 2 3 4 
23 Involve parents in school decision-making activities 23 1 2 3 4 
24 Provide school readiness programs 24 1 2 3 4 
25 Provide before or after school childcare 25 1 2 3 4 
26 Advise parents about their children's curriculum 26 1 2 3 4 
27 Provide family and educational counseling services 27 1 2 3 4 
28 Encourage family volunteer participation in school activities 28 1 2 3 4 
29 Provide information concerning parental role-modeling 29 1 2 3 4 
30 Provide information to parents on drug and alcohol abuse 30 1 2 3 4 
31 Provide adult career development 31 1 2 3 4 
32 Provide adult basic education 32 1 2 3 4 
33 Provide services to promote economic development 33 1 2 3 4 
34 Provide leadership development training for adults 34 1 2 3 4 
35 Provide extended recreational opportunities for adults 35 1 2 3 4 
36 Provide tutoring services for adults 36 1 2 3 4 
37 Provide access to educational resources for adults 37 1 2 3 4 
38 Provide community service opportunities for adults 38 1 2 3 4 
39 Provide opportunities for volunteerism among adults 39 1 2 3 4 
40 Provide job training for adults 40 1 2 3 4 
41 Provide primary health care 41 1 2 3 4 
42 Promote collaboration with community agencies 42 1 2 3 4 
43 Provide referrals to off-site services 43 1 2 3 4 
44 Provide for coordinated youth sen/ices 44 1 2 3 4 
45 Establish interagency councils/coalitions 45 1 2 3 4 
46 Facilitate school-business partnerships 46 1 2 3 4 
47 Provide for school-linked health and social sen/ices initiatives 47 1 2 3 4 
48 Provide for community sen/ice placements 48 1 2 3 4 
49 Facilitate communication between the school and the community 49 1 2 3 4 
50 Provide information on available community services 50 1 2 3 4 
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Part IV. EXTENT OF KNOWLEDGE 
Ouestion 3: 













































1 2 3 4 
11 Provide opportunities for youth leadership development 11 1 2 3 4 
12 Provide extended recreational opportunities for youth 12 1 2 3 4 
13 Provide career development opportunities for youth 13 1 2 3 4 
14 Provide tutoring services 14 1 2 3 4 
15 Provide mentoring services 15 1 2 3 4 
16 Integrate community resources into the curriculum 16 1 2 3 4 
17 Train parents and others as volunteers 17 1 2 3 4 
18 Provide Drug Free services 18 1 2 3 4 
19 Provide community service opportunities for youth 19 1 2 3 4 
20 Provide problem-solving experiences for youth 20 1 2 3 4 
21 Provide newsletters and other communications between school and home 21 1 2 3 4 
22 Provide parenting skills workshops 22 1 2 3 4 
23 Involve parents in school decision-making activities 23 1 2 3 4 
24 Provide school readiness programs 24 1 2 3 4 
25 Provide before or after school childcare 25 1 2 3 4 
26 Advise parents about their children’s curriculum 26 1 2 3 4 
27 Provide family and educational counseling services 27 1 2 3 4 
28 Encourage family volunteer participation in school activities 28 1 2 3 4 
29 Provide information concerning parental role-modeling 29 1 2 3 4 
30 Provide information to parents on drug and alcohol abuse 30 1 2 3 4 
31 Provide adult career development 31 1 2 3 4 
32 Provide adult basic education 32 1 2 3 4 
33 Provide services to promote economic development 33 1 2 3 4 
34 Provide leadership development training for adults 34 1 2 3 4 
35 Provide extended recreational opportunities for adults 35 1 2 3 4 
36 Provide tutoring services for adults 36 1 2 3 4 
37 Provide access to educational resources for adults 37 1 2 3 4 
38 Provide community service opportunities for adults 38 1 2 3 4 
39 Provide opportunities for volunteerism among adults 39 1 2 3 4 
40 Provide job training for adults 40 1 2 3 4 
41 Provide primary health care 41 1 2 3 4 
42 Promote collaboration with community agencies 42 1 2 3 4 
43 Provide referrals to off-site services 43 1 2 3 4 
44 Provide for coordinated youth services 44 1 2 3 4 
45 Establish interagency councils/coalitions 45 1 2 3 4 
46 Facilitate school-business partnerships 46 1 2 3 4 
47 Provide for school-linked health and social services initiatives 47 1 2 3 4 
48 Provide for community service placements 48 1 2 3 4 
49 Facilitate communication between the school and the community 49 1 2 3 4 
50 Provide information on available community services 50 1 2 3 4 





Betty Butts Hill 
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208 Slicky Rock Court • Riverdale, GA 30274 
July 20, 1999 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
Recently, the Institute of Educational Leadership published a study of the 
developing field of school community initiatives. This study reviewed the 
activities of some 20 reform initiatives. 
Under the direction of my advisor, Dr. William H. Denton, Chairman of the 
Department of Educational Leadership, Clark Atlanta University, this study will 
be conducted to determine the Participation of Community Educators in School 
Reform Activities. I would be most appreciative if you would take a few 
moments to review and respond to the attached survey. 
I will be more than happy to share the results of the study with you if you 
provide your name and address. 
Sincerely, 
Betty B. Hill 
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION PARTICIPATION 
IN SCHOOL REFORM ACTIVITIES SURVEY 
(Number and Percentage of Respondents) 












11. Provide opportunities for youth leadership development 20 (5.7%) 40 (11.4%) 164 (46.9%) 113 (32.3%) 3.10 
12. Provide extended recreational opportunities for youth 12 (3.4%) 37 (10.6%) 134 (38.3%) 156 (44.6%) 3751 
13. Provide career development opportunities for youth 23 (6.6%) 72 (20.6%) 155 (44.3%) 90 (25.7%) 2.92 
14. Provide tutoring services —13 (3.7%) 45 (12.9%) 132 (37.7%) 148 (42.3%) 3.23 
15. Provide mentoring services 19 (5.4%) 71 (20.3%) 148 (42.3%) 105 (30.0%) 2.99 
16. Integrate community resources into the curriculum Ï4 (4.0%) 37 (10.6%) 177 (50.6%) 113 (32.3%) 3.14 
17. Train parents and others as volunteers 29 (8.3%) 66 (18.9%) 130 (37.1%) 115 (32.9%) 2.97 
18. Provide Drug Free services 37 (10.6%) 64 (18.3%) 135 (38.6%) 100 (28.6%) 2.89 
19. Provide community services opportunities for youth 30 (8.6%) 48 (13.7%) 151 (43.1%) 111 (31.7%) 3.01 
20. Provide problem-solving experiences for youth 19 (5.4%) 55 (15.7%) 159 (45.4%) 105 (30.0%) 3.04 
Youth Development (Summary of Means) 216 (6.2%) 535 (15.3%) 1485 (42.4%) 1156 (33.0%) 5706 











21. Provide newsletters and other communications between school 
and home 
14 (4.0%) 38 (10.9%) 135 (38.6%) 155 (44.3%) 3.26 
22. Provide parenting skills workshops 21 (6.0%) 51 (14.6%) 131 (37.4%) 137 (39.1%) 3.13 
23. Involve parents in school decision-making activities 16 (4.6%) 62 (17.7%) 150 (42.9%) 112 (32.0%) 3.05 
24. Provide school readiness programs 56 (16.0%) 62 (17.7%) 111 (31.7%) 110 (31.4%) 2.81 
25. Provide before or after school childcare 49 (14.0%) 29 (8.3%) 109 (31.1%) 154 (44.0%) 3.08 
26. Advise parents about their children's curriculum 60 (17.1%) 63 (18.0%) 131 (37.4*r) 84 (24.0%) 2.71 
27. Provide family and educational counseling services 57 (16.3%) 74 (21.1%) 112 (32.0%) 95 (27.1%) 2.73 
28. Encourage family volunteer participation in school 
activities 
16 (4.6%) 54 (15.4%) 149 (42.6%) 124 (35.4%) 3.11 
29. Provide information concerning parental role-modeling 37 (10.6%) 68 (19.4%) 137 (39.1%) 97 (27.7%) 2.87 
30. Provide information to parents on drugs and alcohol abuse 41 (11.7%) 81 (23.1%) 127 (36.3l) 92 (26.3%) 2.79 

















31. Provide adult career development 55 (15.7%) 57 (16.3%) 127 (36.3%) 97 (27.7%) 2.79 
32. Provide adult basic education 67 (19.1%) 42 (12.0%) 98 (28.0%) 132 (37.7%) 2.87 
33. Provide services to promote economic development 80 (22.9%) 77 (22.0%) 111 (31.7%) 73 (20.9%) 2.52 
34. Provide leadership development training for adults 63 (18.0%) 78 (22.3%) 121 (34.6%) 79 (22.6%) 2.63 
35. Provide extended recreational opportunities for adults 54 (15.4%) 65 (18.6%) 102 (29.1%) 119 (34.0%) 2.84 
36. Provide tutoring services for adults 73 (20.9%) 67 (19.1%) 110 (31.4%) 91 (26.0%) 2.64 
37. Provide access to educational services for adults 39 (11.1%) 50 (14.3%) 124 (35.4%) 125 (35.7%) 2.99 
38. Provide community service opportunities for adults 59 (16.9%) 61 (17.4%) 126 (36.0%) 92 (26.3%) 2.74 
39. Provide opportunities for volunteerism among adults 27 (7.7%) 57 (16.3%) 119 (34.0%) 136 (38.9%) 3.07 
40. Provide job training for adults 99 (28.3%) 57 (16.3%) 110 (31.4%) 73 (20.9%) 2.46 












41. Provide primary health care 156 (44.6%) 52 (14.9%) 76 (21.7%) 53 (15.1%) 2.08 
42. Promote collaboration with community agencies 2 (06.%) 44 (12.6%) 116 (33.1%) 179 (51.1%) 3.38 
43. Provide referrals to off-site services 24 (6.9%) 54 (15.4%) 147 (42.0%) 115 (32.9%) 3.04 
44. Provide for coordinated youth services 24 (6.9%) 63 (18.0%) 144 (44.1%) 108 (30.94) 2.99 
45. Establish interagency councils/coalitions 26 (7.4*) 51 (14.6%) 131 (37.4%) 128 (36.6%) 3.07 
46. Facilitate school-business partnerships 24 (6.9%) 54 (15.4%) 142 (40.6%) 122 (34.9%) 3.06 
47. Provide for school-linked health and social services 
initiatives 
53 (15.1%) 83 (23.7%) 127 (36.3%) 79 (22.6%) 2.68 
48. Provide for community service placements 61 (17.4%) 63 (18.0%) 132 (37.7%) 82 (23.4%) 2.70 
49. Facilitate communication between the school and community 5 (1.4%) '33 (9.4*) 139 (39.7%) 165 (47.1%) 3.36 
50. Provide information on available community services TÏ (3.1%) 41 (11.7%) 137 (39.1%) 150 (42.9%) 3.26 
Community Collaboration (Summary of Means) 386 (11.0%) 538 (15.4%) 1291 (36.9%) 1181 (33.7%) 2.96 
PARTICIPATION TOTALS 1585 (11.3%) 2266 (16.2%) 5216 (37.3%) 4514 (32.2%) 2.94 
NOTE: N=350. Not all responses are equal to 350 due to non-responses to some questions. 
Question 2 To what extent are you interested in the following activities? 









11. Provide opportunities for youth leadership development 9 (2.6%) 27 (7.7%) 104 (29.7%) 207 (59.1%) 3.47 
12. Provide extended recreational opportunities for youth 9 (2.6%) 14 (4.0%) 101 (28.9%) 223 (63.7%) 3.55 
13. Provide career development opportunities for youth 3 (0.9%) 30 (8.6%) 114 (32.6%) 198 (56.6%) 3.47 
14. Provide tutoring services 5 (1.4%) 16 (4.6%) 103 (29.4%) 222 (63.4%) 3.57 
15. Provide mentoring services 2 (0.6%) 25 (7.1%) 111 (31.7%) 207 (59.1%) 3.52 
16. Integrate community resources into the curriculum 2 (0.6%) Î8 (5.1%) 98 (28.0%) 229 (65.4%) 3.60 
17. Train parents and others as volunteers 6 (1.7%) 30 (8.6%) 95 (27.1%) 212 (60.64) 3.50 
18. Provide Drug Free services 14 (4-0%) 25 (7.1%) 129 (36.9%) 172 (49.1%) 3.35 
19. Provide community services opportunities for youth 9 (2.6%) ‘ 16 (4-6%) 101 (28.9%) 220 (62.9%) 3.54 
20. Provide problem-solving experiences for youth 4 (1.1%) 15 (4.3%) 92 (26.3%) 226 (64.6%) 3.60 
Youth Development (Summary of Means) 63 (1.8%) 216 (6.2%) 1048 (29.9%) 2116 (60.5%) 3.52 









21. Provide newsletters and other communications between school 
and home 
3 (0.9%) 12 (3.4%) 102 (29.1%) 227 (64.9%) 3.61 
22. Provide parenting skills workshops 4 (1.1%) 18 (5.1%) 109 (31.1%) 213 (60.9%) 3.54 
23. Involve parents in school decision-making activities 6 (1.7%) 32 (9.1%) 115 (32.9%) 191 ( 54.6*) 3.43 
24. Provide school readiness programs 24 (6.9%) 26 (7.4%) 105 (30.0%) 190 (54.3%) 3.34 
25. Provide before or after school childcare 26 (7.4%) 15 (4.3%) 92 (26.3%) 230 (65.7%) 3.47 
26. Advise parents about their children's curriculum 25 (7.1%) 45 (12.9%) 102 (29.1%) 170 (48.6%) 3.22 
27. Provide family and educational counseling services 25 (7.1%) 52 (14.9%) 95 (27.1%) 173 (49.4%) 3.21 
28. Encourage family volunteer participation in school 
activities 
7 (2.0%) 18 (5.1%) 111 (31.7%) 208 (59.4%) 3.51 
29. Provide information concerning parental role-modeling 8 (2.3%) 26 (7.4%) 118 (33.7%) 192 (54.9%) 3.44 
30. Provide information to parents on drugs and alcohol abuse 15 (4.3*) 27 (7.7%) 126 (36.0%) 176 (50.3%) 3.35 
Family Support and Education 143 (4.1%) 271 (7.7%) 1056 (30.2%) 1970 (56.3%) 3.41 
141 
Question 2 To what extent are you interested in the following activities? 









31. Provide adult career development 31 (8.9%) 39 (11.1%) 90 (25.7%) 186 (53.1%) 3.25 
32. Provide adult basic education 37 (10.6%) 31 (8.9%) 71 (20.3%) 203 (58.0%) 3.29 
33. Provide services to promote economic development 32 (9.1%) 40 (11.4%) 114 (32.6%) 155 (44.3%) 3.15 
34. Provide leadership development training for adults 33 (9.4%) 34 (9.7%) 97 (27.7%) 183 (52.3%) 3.24 
35. Provide extended recreational opportunities for adults 34 (9.7%) ~34 (9.7%) 96 (27.4%) 180 (51.4%) 3.23 
36. Provide tutoring services for adults 26 (7.4%) 42 (12.0%) 100 (28.6%) 177 (50.6%) 3.24 
37. Provide access to educational services for adults 17 (4.9%) 27 (7.7%) 106 (30.3%) 194 (55.4%) 3.39 
38. Provide community service opportunities for adults 17 (4.9%) 42 (12.0%) 109 (31.1%) 175 (50.0%) 3.29 
39. Provide opportunities for volunteerism among adults ~Ï2 (3.4%) 22 (6.3%) 99 (28.3%) 207 (59.1%) 3.47 
40. Provide job training for adults 40 (11.4%) 48 (13.7%) 97 (27.7%) 159 (45.4%) 3.09 
Lifelong Learning (Summary of Means) 279 (8.0%) 359 (10.3%) 979 (28.0%) 1819 (52.0i) 3.27 









41. Provide primary health care 91 (26.0%) 45 (12.9%) 65 (18.6%) 136 (38.9%) 2.73 
42. Promote collaboration with community agencies 7 (2.0%) 17 (4.9%) 83 (23.7%) 236 (67.4%) 3.60 
43. Provide referrals to off-site services 13 (3.7%) 35 (10.0%) 110 (31.4%) 185 (52.9%) 3.36 
44. Provide for coordinated youth services 12 (3.4%) 20 (5.7%) 112 (32.0%) 199 (56.9%) 3.45 
45. Establish interagency councils/coalitions 7 (2.0%) 27 (7.7%) 111 (31.7%) 197 (56.3%) 3.46 
46. Facilitate school-business partnerships 2 (0.6%) 28 (8.0%) 95 (27.1%) 217 (62.0%) 3.54 
47. Provide for school-linked health and social services 
initiatives 
21 (6.0%) 42 (12.0i) li6 (36.0i) 154 (44.0%) 3.20 
48. Provide for community service placements 27 (7.7%) 39 (11.1%) 112 (32.0%) 163 (46.6%) 3.21 
49. Facilitate communication between the school and community _5 (1.4%) 13 (3.7%) 92 (26.3%) 233 (66.6%) 3.61 
50. Provide information on available community services 7 (2.0%) Ï6 (4.6%) 105 (30.0%) 216 (61.7%) 3.54 
Community Collaboration (Summary of Means) 192 (5.5%) 282 (8.1%) 1011 (28.9%) 1936 (55.3%) 3.37 
INTEREST TOTALS 677 (4.8%) 1128 (8.1%) 4094 (29.2%) 7841 (56.0%) 3.39 
NOTE: N=350. Not all responses are equal to 350 due to non-responses to some questions. 
Question 3: To what extent are you knowledgeable about the following activities? 









11. Provide opportunities for youth leadership development 8 (2.3%) 38 (10.9%) 179 (51.1%) 117 (33.4%) 3.18 
12. Provide extended recreational opportunities for youth 5 (1.4%) 30 (8.6%) 146 (41.7%) 154 (44.0%) 3.34 
13. Provide career development opportunities for youth 7 (2.0%) 75 (21.4%) 149 (42.6%) 108 (30.9%) 3.06 
14. Provide tutoring services 4 (1.1%) 36 (10.3%) 145 (41.4%) 153 (43.7%) 3.32 
15. Provide mentoring services 4 (1.1%) 41 (11.7%) 170 (48.6%) 124 (35.4%) 3.22 
16. Integrate community resources into the curriculum 6 (1.7%) 40 (11.4%) 178 (50.9%) 119 (34.0%) 3.20 
17. Train parents and others as volunteers 6 (1.7%) SO (14.3%) 167 (47.7%) 114 (32.6%) 3.15 
18. Provide Drug Free services 33 (9.4%) 60 (17.1%) 180 (51.4%) 67 (191%) 2.83 
19. Provide community services opportunities for youth 8 (2.3%) 46 (13.1%) 175 (50.0%) 108 (30.9%) 3.14 
20. Provide problem-solving experiences for youth Ï4 (4.0%) 41 (11.7%) 173 (49.4%) 114 (32.6%) 3.13 
Youth Development (Summary of Means) 95 (2.7%) 457 (13.1%) 1662 (47.5%) 1178 (33.7%) 3.16 









21. Provide newsletters and other communications between school 
and home 
4 (1.1%) 25 (7.1%) 149 (42.6%) 158 (45.1%) 3.37 
22. Provide parenting skills workshops 8 (2.3%) 46 (13.1%) 157 (44.9%) 124 (35.4%) 3.19 
23. Involve parents in school decision-making activities 13 (3.7%) 45 (12.9%) 157 (44.9%) 122 (34.9%) 3.15 
24. Provide school readiness programs 35 (10.0%) 56 (16.0%) 137 (39.1%) 111 (31.7%) 2.96 
25. Provide before or after school childcare 25 (7.1%) 41 (11.7%) 112 (32.0%) 157 (44.9%) 3.20 
26. Advise parents about their children's curriculum 31 (8.9%) 62 (17.7%) 139 (39.7%) 106 (30.34) 2.95 
27. Provide family and educational counseling services 42 (12.0%) 75 (21.4%) 131 (37.4%) 86 (24.6%) 2.78 
28. Encourage family volunteer participation in school 
activities 
6 (1.7%) 36 (10.3%) 168 (48.0%) 127 (36.3%) 3.23 
29. Provide information concerning parental role-modeling 13 (3.7%) 60 (17.1%) 159 (45.4%) 106 (30.34) 3.06 
30. Provide information to parents on drugs and alcohol abuse 24 (6.9%) 65 (18.6%) 161 (46.0%) 87 (24.9%) 2.92 





Question 3 To what extent are you knowledgeable about the following activities? 









31. Provide adult career development 38 (10.9%) 88 (25.1%) 119 (34.0%) 92 (26.3%) 2.79 
32. Provide adult basic education 39 (11.1%) 61 (17.4%) 124 (25.4%) 113 (32.3%) 2.92 
33. Provide services to promote economic development 52 (14.94) 79 (22.6%)  142 (40.6*)  63"'(T870Vr 2.64 
34. Provide leadership development training for adults 34 (9.7%) 67 (19.1%) 151 (43.1%) 89 (25.4%) 2.87 
35. Provide extended recreational opportunities for adults 34 (9.7%) 58 (16.6%) 140 (40.0%) 109 (31.1%) 2.95 
36. Provide tutoring services for adults “Ï6 (4-6%) 81 (23.1%) 142 (40.6%) 101 (28.9%) 2.97 
37. Provide access to educational services for adults 14 (4.0%) 59 (16.9%) 157 (44.9%) 108 (30.9%) ^ 3.06 
38. Provide community service opportunities for adults 20 (5.7%) 70 (20.0%) 150 (42.9%) 100 (28.6%) 2.97 
39. Provide opportunities for volunteerism among adults Ï9 (5.4%) 59 (16.9%)  146 (41.7%)  115' (32.94) 3.05 
40. Provide job training for adults 55 (15.7%) 92 (26.3%) 125 (35.7%) 64 (18.3%) 2.59 
Lifelong Learning (Summary of Means) 321 (9.2%) 714 (20.4%) 1396 (39.9%) 954 (27.3%) 2TÏ9 









41. Provide primary health care 98 (28.0%) 76 (21.7%) 103 (29.4%) 60 (17.1%) 2.37 
42. Promote collaboration with community agencies 10 (2.9%) 43 (12.3%) 135 (38.6%) 148 (42.3%) 3.25 
43. Provide referrals to off-site services 20 (5.7%) 68 (19.4%) 128 (36.6%) 120 (34.3%) 3.04 
44. Provide for coordinated youth services 8 (2.3%) 58 (16.6%) 154 (44.0%) 119 (34.0%) 3.13 
45. Establish interagency councils/coalitions Ï2 (3.4%) 36 (10.3%) 142 (40.6%) 152 (43.4%) 3.27 
46. Facilitate school-business partnerships IT (3.1%) 48 (13.7%) 146 (41.7%) 136 (38.9%) 3.19 
47. Provide for school-linked health and social services 
initiatives 
45 (12.9%) 63 (18.0%) 142 (40.6%) 85 (24.3%) 2.80 
48. Provide for community service placements 26 (7.4%) 85 (24.3%) 150 (42.9%) 79 (22.6%) 2.83 
49. Facilitate communication between the school and community 5 (1.4%) 23 (6.6%) 144 (41.1%) 168 (48.0*) 3.40 
50. Provide information on available community services 5 (1.4%) 41 (11.7%) 146 (41.7%) 145 (41.4%) 3.28 
Community Collaboration 240 (6.9%) 541 (15.5%) 1390 (39.7%) 1212 (34.64s) 3TÔS 
KNOWLEDGE TOTALS 857 (6.1%) 2223 (15.9%) 5918 (42.3%) 4528 (32.3%) 3.05 
NOTE: N=350. Not all responses are equal to 350 due to non-responses to some questions. 
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